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OPENINGS OF HEARINGS ON DE-
PARTMENT OF NATURAL RE-
SOURCES

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am very
much pleased that the distinguished
chairman of the Government Operations
Committee, the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCrELLAN) has called for opening
hearings on Thursday, August 5, on the
bill creating a new Department of Na-
-tural Resources, S. 1431. As principal
Senate sponsor of this proposed legisla-
tion on behalf of the administration, I
am delighted that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson) is taking
time, at Chairman McCLELLAN'S request,
from his work as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs to
preside over these hearings in the full
Government Operations Committee, of
which he is also a member.

Senator Jackson brings a wealth of ex-
perience in natural resource issues and
brograms, a dedication to conservation
and environmental protection, and very
great ability to this subject. He will be
able to apply his first hand experience in
all of the substantive aspects of natural
resource programs and policies to create
an. ideal new structural framework for
existing natural resource programs. The
result, I am confident, will be a very
sound bill.

The creation of such a new Depart-
ment could make major improvements
by coordinating planning of resource de-
velopment projects. An. article published
in the Wall Street Journal of July 19,
entitled “Waterway Wrangle,” demon-
strated again the waste and confusion
resulting from the conflicting aims of the
Agriculture Department’s Soil Conserva-
tion Service, Interior Department agen-
cles, and conservation groups. The issue
is not whether sitream channelization is
good or bad in prineciple; the issue is
more clearly one of better defining our
objectives, planning without duplication
and waste for measured land reclamation
where necessary, and for maintaining
natural habitats where desirable and
where channelization is not clearly nec-
essary.

The public has every reason to be
frustrated with continued poor Govern-
ment performance and every right to de-
mand change.

I fully subscribe to the President’s
comments in discussing his top-priority
programs with media executives in Roch-
ester, New York, on June 18:

I simply would summarize the attitude of
most people toward government in this way:
most peopie are fed up with it. They are fed
up with it at all levels. They are fed up with
1t because they think it costs too much, they
think it doesn’t work, and also they think
they don't have anything to say about it.

Government redrganization,
with revenue sharing, answers that funda-
mental concern of the American people. It
will reduce the cost of government by
1t more eficient. It will make 1t work better.,

Thus I am pleased that Senator. Mc-
CLELLAN has called for hearings on the
proposed Department of Natural Re-
sources. The witnesses now planned will
be the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss),
who has over a period of years led in pro-
posing new structures for natural re-

combined

sources programs; Secretaries Morton
and Hardin; the Under Secretary of
Commerce, Mr. James Lynn; Atomic
Energy Commissioners Larson
Lancy; the Under Secretary of the Army,
Mr. Beal; the Chief of the Army Corps of
Engineers, General Clarke; and the Asso-
clate director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, Mr. Weber.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS
U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN LAOS—PRO-
CEEDINGS IN CLOSED SESSION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
today’s RECORD the expurgated tran-
script of the proceedings of the closed
session of the Senate on June 7, 1971,
and that subsequently it be published at
the appropriate place in the permanent
RECORD of June 7, 1971,

There being no objection, the tran-
script was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

U.8. INVOLVEMENT IN LAOS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senate will indulge the Chair for g
moment, the precedents and rules pro-
vide that any action taken now in the
Senate is confldential, and that means
that it is secret. It can be divulged only
by special afirmative action by the Mem-
bers of the Senate. or by a majority vote
of the Senate.

Under section 2 of Rule XXXVI, when
acting on confidential or executive busi-
ness, unless the same shall be considered
in open executive session, the Senate
Chamber shall be cleared of all persons
except the secretary, the chief clerk, the
principeal legislative clerk, the executive
clerk, the minute and Journal clerk, the
Sergeant at Arms, the assistant door-
keeper, and such other cfficers as the
presiding officer shall think necessary:

Under recent practices, the word “as-
sistant doorkeeper” as used in the rule,
has been expanded to include the ma-
Jority and minority secretaries.

Under previous practices, the Chair
under his authority to retain “other
officers as the presiding officer shall think
necessary” retains the Parliamentarian
and the Assistant Parliamentarian to aid
him.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I also
want to make it absolutely clear that the
loudspeakers are shut off completely, in
the cloakrooms and elsewhere. I would
hope that the S8ergeant at Arms would
see that that is done,

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. President, I send to the desk two
unanimous-consent requests, the first
having to do with Senate staff employees.
I want to make it very plain that those
who are on the list, if the Senate agrees
that they should be present, must have
the clearance that the ones previously
allowed on the floor had.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the first agreement.

The Senator from Montana (Mr.
MansrFieLp) makes the following unani-
mous-consent request:

and

That during the close ’ : esslon the fol-
lowing Senate staff en pioyees be per-
mitted the privileges :f the floor to
berform their official du .ies: The Official
Reporters; the Secreta:: sf the Senate,
Francis Valeo; the ~rarliamentarian,
Floyd Riddick; Journa «lerk, Bernard
Somers; chief clerk, D: -zl St. Claire;
legislative clerk, Jame Johnson; the
secretary for the majo itv, J. 8. Kim-
mitt; the assistant secre a.y for the ma-
Jorlty Teddy Roe; the :zcretary for the
minority, Mark Trice; t.:e assistant sec-
retary for the minority. William Brown-
rigg; majority policy -ommittee staff
members Charles D. Ferris and Daniel
E. Leach; the following osficials for the
minority: William Hil tenbrand, Cecil
Holland, and Oliver Dor. ipierre; and the
following Senate ofimals: Robert
Dunphy, the Sergeant a Arms: William
Wannall, the Deputy Se 'geant at Arms ;
and Nicholas Lacovars. the Assistant
Sergeant at Arms.

The PRESIDING OFI IC'ER. Does the
Senator from Montana w:sh to include
the Assistant Parliamen:a-ian?

Mr. MANSFIELD. O::iy the Parlia-
mentarian now.

The PRESIDING OF!'I‘ER. Is there
objection to the request 5° the Senator
from Montana?

. PRIVILEGE OF THI #1.00R

Mr. CASE. Mr. Preside nt, I ask unan-
Imous consent that my assistant, who
specializes in matters 1elating to this
specific question of troo s in Laos and
the American employment of merce-
naries in Laos, be added t¢ the list. His
name is John Marks.

The PRESIDING OF: ICER. Is there
objection to adding this r ame to the list?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent :hat two staff
members be allowed the :rivilege of the
floor during my presc utation. Their
names are James G. Iowenstein and
Richard M. Moose.

The PRESIDING OFF (CER. Is there
objection to these person: s.aying on the
floor during the closed se ssion?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. Pr :s:dent, reserv-
ing the right to object, ; vonder if the
chairman of the committ:e the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. St :~ w1s), has his
people included?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. FPresident, the
Senator from Mississipp: +ill be taken
care of.

The PRESIDING OFF CER. Is there
objection? The Chair hes:s none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. M: President, I
have received no request { -om the chajr-
man of the Committcz on Armed
Services.

However, in view of the fact that this
may well encompass part «f his responsi-
bility, I ask unanimous c¢ asent that the
distinguished Senator fr.m: Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS) may be a iowed to have
the following staff membe-s on the floor
if he so desires: T, Edwar: Braswell and
R. James Woolsey. :

The PRESIDING OFFI-%R. Is there
objection? :

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr President, re-
serving the right to object. 1aay I say to
the able majority leader tut I told the
staff of the Armed Servies Committee
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“(1) prescribe such regulations as it deems
necessary governing the manner in which
such functions shall be carried out;

*“(2) appoint such officers and employees
as may be necessary, and supervise and di-

rect their activities;
“(3) ubilize from time to time, as appro-
priate, experts and consultants, including

panels of experts, who may be employed as

authorized by dection 3109 of title V of the
United States Code;

“(4) accept and lize the services of vol-
untery and uncon‘{‘;egﬁed personnel and
reimburse them for tra expenses, includ-
ing per diem, a8 authorized by law for per-
sons in the government seryice employed
without compensation;

“{5) rent office space; and

“(6) make other necessary expen tures.

“{b) If, in carrying out its functionsunder
this section, the Board from time to “tjme
should require the services of personnel
gaged in the generation, transmission an
distribution of electric energy, it should seek
such personnel from all segments of the elec-
tric power industry including investor owned,
State and local public agencies, cooperatives,
and Federal agencies.

“REPORT

“Sge. 406. The Board shall prepare and
submit to the President for transmittal to
the Congress not more than six months after
the passage of this Act and on the same day
annually after that, a comprehensive report
on the administration of this title for the
preceding calendar yesar. Wherever possible,
judgments contained in the report shall In-
clude a clear statement of the assumptions
end data used. Such report shall include—

“{1) a thorough analysis and evaluation
of research and development activities funded
under this titie;

*{2) a comprehensive evaluation of the
areas most in need of research and develop-
ment funding in the future;

“{3) an analysis of the possible and prob-
able impact of emerging technologies on the
present and ruture aspects of the following:

“{A) both the supply of and the demand
for electrical energy;

“{B) the economy; and

“{C) the environment; and

*{4) the extent of cooperation with other
Federal agencles and public and private in-
stitutions, indicating the difficulties and the
Board’s plans for improvement, including
proposals for legislation if needed.

NEWSLETTER 4 ’

“Sgc. 407. (a) Not less than twice e h
month. the Board shall publish a newsletter
(herelnafter referred to as the ‘Newsle| er’),
which shall be made available to all/inter-
ested persons and include— Ee

“{1) abstracts of all approved gfants, in-
cluding a statement on the gengral nature
of the work;

*(2) announcements of h

~{3) summaries of proi
ments; and

*{4) the Information
in this title. /

“{b) The Board shal) give notice by pub-
lication In the Federp! Register and in the
Newsletter at least days before approval
of any grant of $5,800,000 or more and shall
provide an oppogfunity for any interested
party to cornmept on any such grant prior
to approvai. grants may be approved
until thirty days after completion of the
time alloweq/ for the comment of interested
persons. /:’

ings;
sing develop-

quired elsewhere

) PROCEDURE
“Spc. A08. At least once each year the
Board ghall conduct a hearing on its pro-

posed /budget for the following fiscal year.
Notlgé shall be given by publication in the
Fedgral Register and in the Newsletter at
least 60 days prior to fts occurrence, the

$12029

scheduled date, time, and place of sald hear-  purchasers by private and public agencies;
ing. In addition, at least 45 days before the and the relation of any and all such facts
hearing cate, the Board shall pubilsh'in the tothe development of corservation, industry,
Newsletter a complete statement of proposed  commerce, and the natlona)’ defense. The
programs in the next fiscal year. All Inter- ngress and may
ested partles should be granted an oppor- fe as provided by
tunity to testify, The Board can deny the subsection (a) the res of studies made
request to testify only on the basls of good
cause publishing the reasons therefor. A
record shall be made of all hearings, and
sald record shall be available for public in-

{nvestigations, a reports under this sec-
tion shall have Luthority to obtain reserve
spection. All remsonable and germane in- informsation fyém natural gas companies
quirles made at the hearing of the Board, whether or ngf otherwise subject to the Com-
or of the principal investigators ‘where pos- mission’s jyfisdiction and shall publish the
sible, must be fairly responded to on the informati annually in the form of an esti-
record. The Board shall wait at Jeast 30 days mate of the natlon's natural gas reserves,
after the completion of the hearings to allow  both p ven and potential, with breakdowns
for the comment of interested parties before by prgducing areas, identifying the volumes
submitting its budget to the President. in h area not being produced. The Com-
PATENTS ? jon shall utilize, insofar as gaotica::le.

3 ts, information

“gpc. 4090, Each contract, grart or other tfe services, studies, reporis, :
arrangement for any research or development nd continuing investigatlonal programs of

/7 existing departments, bureaus, offices, agen-
activity supported by this title shall contaln . ’ : '
rovisions effectlve to insure that all infor: cles, and other entities of the United States,

esse and of the respective States. Nothing in this
devuo:r;ml«‘es::é g::futin;' rr;)ﬁmsﬁaﬁngc?t ty sectlon shall be construed as modifying, re-
will Be made freely and fully available td the assigning, or otherwise affecting the investi-

) gating and reporting activities, duties, pow-
genersi“public. Nothing herein shall ers, and functions of any other department,

strued tondeprive the owner of an back- ?
ground pa rft of any right which/he may bureau, o't’ﬁce, or agency in the Federal Gov-
have thereurder / eriment.
(k) Any natural gas company which falls
/ to reveal its gas reserves Lo the Commnission

viclates any
regulation established pursu t to this title
ghall be subject to a Wvil pephlty of not mor:
than $10,000 for each\yiojation or for each
day of a continuing vinAtion. The penalty
shall be recoverable In

shall in addition to any other penalties which
may be assesesd, be automatically ineligible
to bid on any leases on any federal lands
until such informatlon is supplied to the
satisfaction of the Commission.”

by the Attorney Gen n behalf of the i —,
United States In the States Distriet THE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
Court for the distriét in whicly the defend- AUTHORIZATIONS, 1972—AMEND-

ant iz located or Aor ‘IT'he Di MENT

rict of Co-
lumbia.’"” \

AMENDMENT NO. 368
(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)
Mr. JAVITS, for hiraself, Mr. BAYH, Mr.

;T
/ 8.2408

Be it enacyed by the Senate and Hoyse of

ﬁzzperre::lnt %e;ngg{essth;sﬂ;fgg :gl‘ff iff HaTFIELD, Mr. HUMPHREY, MT. KENNEDY,
tion 14 of the Natural Gas Act, s amendéq M. MATHIAS, Mr. McGovERN, Mr. Moss,

three fiew subsections as follows: Mr. RaNooLPH, Mr, TarT, Mr. TOWER, Mr.
«(f} The Commission is further author- UNNEY, Mr. SCHWEIKER, and Mr.
and directed to conduct studies of the WEICKER, submitted an amendment in-
hduction, gathering, storage, transporta- tended to be proposed to the bill (FLR.
fon, distribution, and sale of natural or ar-  9844)\ to authorize certain construction
tificial gas, however produced, throughot A Y 101

the United States and it posessions whether gta.rg‘;s: ary installations, and for other
or nct otherwise subject to the Jurisdiction R AMENDMENT NO. 378
of the Commission, including the production, X . B
gather:ng, storage, transporiation, distri- (Ordered, to be printed and to lie on
buticn, and sale of natural or sriificlal gas by the table.)

any agency, authority, or instrumentality Mr. CASE \submitted an amendment
of the United States. or of any State or mu- intended to be broposed by him to the bill
nicipality or political subdivisicn of a Stase. (H R.9844), supha.

The Commission shall make an independent " ’
evaluation of the proven natural gas reserves
of the United States identifying volumes in
production and volumes not beilng producsd
and the reasons for such non-production
and to update such evaluation annually. The
evaluation of proven natural gas reserves
shall be based on Individual company deta
obta:ned directly by the Commission and in-

(15 U.ZC. TlTm), is amended by addmg\#m PeassoN, Mr. PERcY, Mr, PROXMIRE,

NOTICE OF HEARING
Mr. JACKSON. l\h President, I an-
nounce for the informatjon of the Senate
and the public that on Wednesday, Au-
gust 18, 1971, the Subcom ittee on Min-
erals, Materials, and Fuels Rf the Senate

dependently evaluated by government ex- (Committee on Interior and\[nsular Af-
perts. It shall, so far as practicable, secure ygirs will hold a pub‘lic hear in Bil-
and keep current information regarding the ]ings' Mont.. to obtain info tion on

ownership, operation, management, and cchi-
trol of all facilities for such production,
gathering, storage, transportation, dlstritu-
tion. and sale; the total estimeted natural
gas reserves of fields or reservoirs and the cur- The hearing will be held at the Eastern
rent utilization of natural gas and the reia- ‘Montana College, Billings, Mont., ax 9
tionship between the two; the cost of pro-

duction, gathering, storage. transportation, B"’Rh Member of the Senate or of thY
distribution, and sale; the rates, charges, énd y A tif: t\ .
contracts in respect to the ssle of natural general public who wishes to testily &
gas and 1ts service to resldential, rural, com- this hearing should so advise the com-
mercial, and industrial consumers, and other mittee.

problems involving access and
exploration activities in the Custer and
Gallatin National Forests of Montana.
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this morning that in case the distin-
guished chairman of the committee
would like to have staff members on the
floor, I would have ho objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There be-
ing no objection, it is so ordered.
TUNANIMOUS~-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send to the desk the other unanimous-
consent request and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Montana (Mr.
MansrFIELD) makes the following unani-
mouse consent request:

That, at the conclusion of the closed
- session, the complete transeript of the
proceedings be delivered by the chief re-
porter to the chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations; that the transcript
of the remarks of each Senator who par-
ticipated in the debate be made available
to that Senator for revision in the office
of the Committee on Foreign Relations;
that the chairman of the committee, with
the assistance of sworn and security-
cleared personnel, be authorized to ex-
purgate the transcript, by deleting all
classified material; that such expurgated
copy be delivered to the chief reporter
for publication at the appropriate place
in the permanent CONGRESSIONAL RECORD;
and that the chief reporter turn the short
hand notes of the official reporters over
to the Secretary of the Senate, to be kept
in secret and not to be disclosed without
leave of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, on the basis of
the declaration made by the presiding
. officer, the Assistant Parliamentarian be
allowed to remain also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objectlon, it is so ordered.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Missouri will allow me,
I would like to suggest the absence of a
quorum briefly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
would hope my colleagues would allow me
to finish my statement, at which time I
will be glad to yield for any observations
or questions.

Mr, CASE. Would the Senator use the
loudspeaker?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, they are turned
off.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The reason for re-
questing this executive session of the
Senate was in order to discuss the situa-
tion in Laos and also the implications of
those operations for the United States.

One of the implications which is of
concern, as will be made plain in the

course of these remarks, relates to the
future role of the U.S. Senate.

First, a. brief description of what the
United States is doing in Laos, and then
let me discuss whether there is legal au-
thority for what we are doing; also
whether we can atford it and, if we can
afford it, whether it is in our interest to
do s0.

Many of us belicve that in a situation
of this character we in the Senate have a
right to know what we are actually doing
and the right to participate in decisions
as to whether or not the military opera-
tions in that country should continue.

In any case, in order to perform our
constitutional role. that is, carry out the
functions which the people who elected
us now expect us to carry out, as I see
it we have the obligation to inform our-
selves about this war and thereupon the
duty to form our own judgment.

After all, in Laos, every year, we are
spending hundreds of millions of dollars
of appropriated public moneys, and many
will be surprised to know how much.

The executive branch currently directs
this Laotian war, not through the De-
partment of Defense, where clearly
understood congressional controls apply;
rather through the State Department
and the Central Intelligence Agency, the
latter an Agency which, through the Na-
tional Security Council, reports directly
to the President.

I do not cast any aspersmns on that
Agency, one which, in the main, has car-
ried out properly and efficiently the
orders which it has been given.

It is a fact, however, that the United
States is currently paying for foreign
troops, for mercenaries if you will, de-
spite legislation which, by letter as well
as intent, was designed to prohibit any
such practice.

So much for the reasons for thls ses-
sion. I now turn briefly to what we are
actually doing.

By way of introduction, let me first
describe the process by which we ob-
tained the information being presented
to you today.

On January 27 of this year, the chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations
Commitiee, Senator FULBRIGHT, wrote
the Secretary of Defense asking for sta-
tistical information relating to the mili-

* tary situation in Cambodia and Laos

similar to that information regularly
supplied the committee with regard to
Vietnam.

More than 2 months later, in a reply
dated April 10, and signed by Assistant
Secretary of Defense G. Warren Nutter,
this request was refused.

The operative portion of said refusal
read as follows:

I regret we are unable to comply with your
request in this instance. It would not be at
all appropriate to disclose outside the execu-
tive branch highly sensitive information on
military combat operations of the kind your
questions would elicit if answers were to be
provided.

Chairman FuLBrRIGHT then replied on
April 20, saying:

Would you please supply the committee
with a list of the items which you consider
in this category.

S 12931

On May 5, Mr. Nutter rsponded as

follows:

The information required t«
request is normally provide .
personnel acting in a milits
sistance role who accompany
try forces on combat operatic: ;. However, the
Geneva Accord, the so-called - .oper-Church
amendment, and certain ot .2 restrictions
imposed by the Congress hai: .rohibited by
law the presence of U.8. m i ary advisory
personnel in Laos and Cam! ocia which, in
turn, effectively precludes re iavle reporting
to the Department of Defense o Information
of that nature.

Because of the extraordi .ary nature of
this correspondence, I a k unanimous
consent that this exchang : f letters be
printed as a part of the -e:ord of this
session and appear in the r-cord at the
conclusion of my statemen: .

The PRESIDING OFFI "I:R. Without

rspond to the

hrough US.
'y advisory as-
‘b2 Laos coun-

- objection, so ordered.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Aft.:r this stated
refusal by the executive | rench to give
the committee the inform: iin, two staff
consultants of the comm tt:e, who are
currently serving as staf members of
the Subcommittee on i3, Security"
Agreements and Commit nents Abroad
and who are on the Sena: = joor at this
time, went to Laos late (1st April and
early last May.

They took with them t1« st of ques-
tions about which the D« fense Depart-
ment sald it did not hsa' ¢ rellable in-
formation.

Nevertheless, during their 2-week
stay, they obtained fronr '5.8. civilian
and military officials stat o.ied in Laos
and Thailand answers to al: but one of
the questions on the list ¢ini upon their
return prepared for the co>mmittee a
top secret report.

On May 21 this report wus presented
to a meeting of the suk:cmmittee, to
which the full committec v-as also in-
vited, and, to say the lea:t all present
found the contents of sa;:i report most
disturbing.

With the approval of ire chairman
and members of the full committee, I
thereupon decided to requ:s: this closed
session. so that the infciriation con-
tained in the report w«u'd be made
available to all Members »f the Senate.

May I emphasize that :aid report fs
classified top secret.

The major points it co:tiins are the
following:

First. It is clear to mo:t observers in
Laos that, from the mii Lary point of
view, the $ituation in tlal country is
growing steadily worse, w.tl: the initia-
tive now in the hands of :he enemy.

Since February, when iouth Viet-
namese ground forces, sipported by
American air and logi ti:al support
launched the Lam Son T1¢ attack on the
Ho Chi Minh Trail area of :outhern Laos,
more territory than was u i¢er Lao Gov-
ernment control prior to t i attack has
now been lost.

Today two-thirds of th: -ountry, in-
cluding the Plain of Jars i s well as most
of the Bolovens Plateau i: no longer
under Government contro.

The map at the back of t 1€ room shows
in yellow the amount of g ‘0:ind in Laos,
according to our most re:eat informe-

Approved For Release 2002/08/01 : CIA-RDP73B00296R000300080080-3



S 12932

tion, that is controlled by the enemy, and
the white shows what is not controlled by
the enemy. Relatively small parts in the
lower left-hand corner and the upper
left-hand corner show, in shaded yellow,
territory that is contested.

To the best of our knowledge, there are
no plans for trying to retake and hold
any of this territory, only hope; and even
that hope is confined to holding the ter-
ritory remaining under Government
control.

North Vietnamese and Pathet TLao
forces in Laos currently total between
115,000 and 139,000. (Three years ago
they totaled some 92,000.) This compares
with a total of 95,000 to 97,500 forces
~ considered friendly to the United States.

Second. Since February - 1970, this
country has been using B-52's in north-
ern Laos on “a regular basis” (B-52 oper-
ations against the Ho Chi Minh Trail
area in southern Laos began years
earlier): but the Foreign Relations
Committee was never apprised of this
fact; and it was only learned by our com-
mittee members as a result of this recent
staff visit.

After discovery, the executive branch
defended not letting the commitiee know
by stating the question had mot been
asked. (o doubt many other pertinent
questions have not been asked.)

But the committee did niot have sui-
ficient information to know what to ask.

The committee, as well as the public,
was only informed about this regular
use of B-52 bombers in northern Laos
when the Under Secretary of State,
testifying on May 3, 1971, in open ses-
sion before the committee, was asked
about these B-52 raids in northern Laos
close to China. The question was asked
as the result of the finding of the sub-
committee staff.

At that time the Under Secretary was
therepon asked how many B-52 sorties
were being flown over Laos. He said he
did not know, would have to obtain that
information from the Defense Depart-
ment.

The committee staff, however, had al-
ready been given these figures by the
American Embassy in Vientiane; and
their report tells us that in the first 4
months of this year, [deleted] B-52 sor-

ties were flown over northern Laos, com- -

pared with [deleted) such sorties in all
of 1970.

Third. The United States continues to
train, arm and feed the Royal Lao Army
and Air Force. Also, through the CIA,
our Government trains, pays, advises
supports and, to a great extent, organizes
a large number of Lao irregular military
units.

These irregulars, whose present
strength is about 30,000 [deleted] include
combat elements almost as large as those
of the Royal Lao Army.

These combat elements, known as BG
(for Bataillons Guerriers) units, consti-
tute the most effective force now oppos-
ing the North Vietnamese and Pathet
Lao; and, as such, they are bearing the
brunt of the most critical fighting in
Laos. They are found not only in military
region II, which is commanded by Gen-
eral Vang Pao, but in every other military

region of Laos except the region im-
mediately around Vientiane.

The cost of maintaining this irregular
army 1s increasing every year, primarily
because of the rising costs of air trans-
port and ammunition. That figure, cur
staff people were told, is now estimated
to be around [deleted] million annually.

Fourth. In addition, the United States
is currently operating a large civilian air
fleet in Laos. This fleet includes about 20
aircraft rented from the U.J3. Air Force.
(During this fiscal year local air trans-
port costs alone amount to some $30
million.)

Fifth. [Deletedl.

Sixth. For their part, the Chinese
presence has increased in ncrthern Laos,
from between 6,000 and 8,000, as of 2
years ago, to between 14,000 and 20,000 at
the present time.

The road the Chinese are building in
northern Laos has been improved in re-
cent months; and its antiaircraft and as-
sociated radar have been heavily in-
creased. (In the opinion of knowledgeable
U.S. officials, from an antiaircraft stand-
point that area is now one of the most
heavily defended areas in the world.:

This area of northern Laos is consid-
ered out of bounds to U.S. combat planes,
but it has been bombed at least twice and
repeaiedly overflown by planes of the
Royal Lao Air Force. The latter planes
are unmarked T-28's provided by the
United States. In addition [deleted].

We were told that, whether related or

" not. the rapid buildup of this antiaircraft

defense system followed these Lao air
attacks.

[Deleted.]

Seventh. [Deleted] there are [deleted]
Thai soldiers in Laos.

The Thai forces in Laos are part of an
irregular program. They are employed in
conjunction with other, in effect, CIA-
directed irregulars in Lawos. They are re-
cruited in Thailand. All costs are paid
by the CIA, however, including both sal-
aries and allowances.

These Thai forces are flown into Laos
by Air America planes which in turn are
hired by the U.S. Government.

If any of these Thai are wounded. at
least some are thereupon evacuated by
Air America to a U.S. Air Ferce field hos-

pital at the Royal Thai Air JJorce Basc at-

Udorn, in northern Thailand.

The facts with respect to U.S. sup-
port for Thai forces presently fighting in
northern Laos were provided to the staff
by U.S. Government officials. On their
face they describe a situation which con-
travenes not only the intent, but also the
actual letter, of the Fulbright amend-
ments to last year's Defense authoriza-
tion and sappropriation bills, These
amendments were specifically designed to
prohibit the hiring of foreign {roops, such
as Thais, to defend the Governments of
either Laos or Camhodia.

In recent exchanges of correspondence,
letters from the State Department in
reply to questicns from Senstor Fulbright
and Senator Case acknowledge that the
United States is paying Thai forces to
fight in Laos. 1 ask unanimous consent
that these letters also be printed in the
record at the conclusion of my state-
ment.

Approved For Sajqase ARIRIRBA! REATRRPZIBRR2RFRO00300080088 st 3, 1971

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, so ordered.

Mr. SYMINGTON. In a labored effort
to justify this secret operation, Assist-
ant Secretary of State Abshire made
the following extraordinary statement
in his letters to Senators FULBRIGHT and
CASE:

We believe that it has been made clear
shat this is not a question of U.S. support
for regular Thal forces in Laos. The irregu-
lar forces involved, while ralsed and trained
in Thailand, are all one~year volunteers who
20 to Laos to serve under the command of
the Royal Lao Governmenit; in this case the
Lao Military Reglon II Commander. These
guerrilla forces are therefore considered to
be local forces In Laos.

Commonsense forces one to ask, how-
ever, how can these Thai irregulars in
Laos be described as “local forces.”

They are Thai, not Lao. They are re-
cruited in Thailand, not Laos. They are
[deleted].

[Deleted].

Eighth. The cost of our military assist-
ance program in Lacs is rising rapidly.
In the fiscal year 1970 it was funded
originally at $74.2 million. According to
information given our staff by U.S. offi-
cials in Laos, however, it would seem to
have actually cost about double that
amount—=$146.4 million.

The program figure for the fiscal year
1971 has already risen to $162 million;
and the amount presently being pro-
gramed for the fiscal year 1972 has risen
to $252 million, double the amount of
the original estimate of new funds
needed.

Most of these increases were described
to our staff as being the result of the
increased cost of ammunition. Ammu-
nition alone for Laos will cost $136.3 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1972.

In sum, during the next fiscal year the
military assistance program for our
Laotian operations will be three times
as large as the program was in 1967; and
25 times as large a3 it was when it first
began, in 1963.

At least as disturbing as the constantly
rising cost of this program, however, is
the fact that over the years the true
magnitude of the increase has been con-
cealed from the Congress; and one of
the primary purposes of this session is to
present that fact to your attention.

To our knowledge the Department of
DBefense has never acknowledged-—cer-
tainly never voluntarily—that this pro-
gram is costing far more than the
amounts specified in the authorization
requests.

As but one example, during this year’s
authorization hearings the figures given
to the Armed Services Committee by the
Defense Department as the cost of fund-
ing the 1970-71 programs were those of
the amounts originally requested; but on
the basis of what our staff was told by
our own officials in Vientiane, 1970 pro-
gram costs were $72 million higher than
the amount Congress thought it had
authorized in new funds.

The program costs for 1971 will be $45
million higher than the amount of new
funds requested; and before the fiscal
year 1972 even begins, plans are being
made to spend more than twice the
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amount currently being requested of @he
Congress in new funds by the executive
branch.

Ninth. The Laos AID program for
this year—Fiscal 1971—has a.mount_ed to
some $52 million. Some $16 to $18 million
of this figure goes to the Foreign Ex-
change Operations Fund, the fund
through which the Royal Lao Govern-
ment obtains 90 percent of its foreign
exchange. Other countries also contrib-
ute to the fund, but we provide about
three-fourths of the total mmount re-
quired to support the value of Lao cur-
rency abroad.

Tenth. The budget for the Govern-
ment of Laos for this year is the local
currency equivalent of $36.6 million;
whereas only a partial total of antici-
bated U.8. expenditures in Laos during
the fiscal year 1971 comes to $284.2 mil-
lion. In other words, this year, in Laos,
the United States will be spending, at
2 minimum, almost eight times more
than the total Government budget in
that country.

This latter flgure includes the $162.2
million being spent by the service funded
Military Assistant Program, although
even that figure may turn out to be low;
the $52 million AID program: and the
[deleted] million spent by CIA; but it
does not include any further increases
in military assistance, the cost of the
Thal irregulars, the administrative costs
of maintaining some 1,200 military and
civilian American Government employees
in Laos, or the heavy price the American
taxpayer also pays for United States air
operations in and over Laos.

Consider the fact that this partial tota]
of United States expenditures neverthe-
less amounts to $141 per capita for the
estimated 2 million Lao people under
Government control, as compared to an
estimated per capita gross national
product for those same people of $66,

And that is not all. The military assist-
ance presently scheduled for next year
will increase these partial United States
expenditures to at least $374 million,
That is $187 per capita, almost three
times the per ecapita gross national
product of this impoverished and war
ravaged country.

Let me again present to the Senate,
however, that the only figure so far ac-
tually released by the executive branch
‘for any category of assistance to Laos is
the $52 million ATD program, about one-
sixth of the true estimate of expendi-
tures in Yaos in this fiscal year,

Eleventh. Finally, the executive branch
would appear determined to maintain
that perhaps unprecedented secrecy
which for so long has characterized
United States operations in this country.

It has been argued that, for many reg-
sons, this secrecy is necessary: examples,
to avoid offending the sensibilities of
Thai Government; to avoid violating the
agreements we have with that Govern-
ment under which we use Thai air bases
for operations against three other coun-
tries—North Vietnam, Cambodia and
Laos—[deleted) in Thailand; and [de-
leted] Thai to fight in Laos.

It is also argued that the Central In-
telligence Agency, which runs by far the
most effective government military force

in Laos, is not accustomed to operating in
public; and that to do so would jeopar-
dize its operations in other countries.

Underlying hoth of these arguments
appears to be the view, never stated di-
rectly, that while much of what the
United States is doing does violate the
Geneva Accords of 1862, the North Viet-
namese also violate the Accords; but
they do not admit, their violations. Ac-
cordingly, those who hold this view
argue that if we were to admit publicly
what we were, and are. actually doing,
that would further complicate what-
ever possibility there may be of reac-
tivating the Geneva Accords at some
boint in the future.

So much for what one member of the
committee, after hearing this staff re-
port, described as the “lurid tale” of our
activities in Laos. .

It is obvious that unless the Congress
of the United States takes action now,
these activities wil continue,

Our military strategy, as described out
there to our staff, would appear to be one
of regarding the war in Laos as an
adjunct to our military strategy in Viet-
ham. This, they were told, ties down
North Vietnamese divisions and permits
‘the use of US. air power, in conjunction
#ith South Vietnamese ground forces, s0
as to exploit Lao territory to interdict the
Ho Chi Minh Trail.

This, we are also told, will buy more
time for Vietnamization.

What we have not been told, how-
ever, 1s how long these operations will
continue,

The stated aim of Vietnamization is to
spend these billions in order to put the
Thieu-Ky Government of South Vietnam
in a position to defend itself after U.S.
forces have been withdrawn.

But what about Laos?

Surely the Lao are in no position to
defend themselves; and the South Viet-
hamese have shown they are not capable
of fighting in Laos even with extensive
U.8. air support.

Are we 1o belleve our involvement in
Laos will end when our troops are with-
drawn from Vietnam?

Or are we planning to stay, and fight,
and pay for others to fight indefinitely?

To our knowledge, the administration
has never disclosed any “future plans”
for Laos.

Could it be they have no such plans?

In any case, as the staff report con-
cludes, it has now become clear that the
United States is using the people of Laos
for its own purposes, at a startlingly
heavy increased cost to our taxpayers in
money, and to the Lao people in terms of
destroyed hopes, destroyed territory, and
destroyed lives.

Based on the above facts, we believe
the time has now eome for another effort
by the Congress to limit the extent and
nature of our long secret involvement in
this war-torn country,

Experience would imply that one way,
and the most effective way, to accomplish
this would be to place a limitation on the
amount of money our Government can
spend in Laos. To that end, $200 million
should surely be enough for our Laos
operations during this coming fiscal year.

If this administration believes it needs
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more, it should come to th.
Justify any need for addi
and financial effort,

The American people a1 | their repre-
sentatives have the right o know more
about the amount of mor €} now being
spent and more about the 28 10 which
that money is being put in 1 is long, un-
declared and secret war.

As just one example, wiy should the
military assistance figure: 1or Laos be
classified, while those for “embodia are
made a matter of public kr: v ledge?

For 6 years I have dor: my best to
find out what has been go.ag: on, and is
going on, in this little cour irv. One can-
not overemphasize the fa -t that, even

with this staff report, we ¢ -he Foreign
Relations, Armed Services snd Appro-
priations Committees have ¢nly partial

knowledge of what the Ur ted States is
doing, and spending, this sear in Laos,

We know about the amount being
spent for economic aid, be :ause we ap-
propriated it; but we shou d have more
of the truth about the am wuat actually
being spent for military as. istance.

And nobody knows the araounts the
CTIA is spending while unde crders from
the executive branch to continue to
supervise and direct thj: long and
ravaging war.

To summarize, whereas { ¢ American
public has been led to belies = zhat in the
fiscal year 1971 in Laos we ire spending
$52 million, we now know th: 4 this
fiscal year at least $284.2 nm.illion will be
eéxpended; and we have €very reason to
believe the actual figure is 11uch higher.

The Senate has never ha.l :he oppor-
tunity to bring to bear its co.ietive judg-
ment on the cost of our L: otian activ-
ities, let alone the oproriunity to
consider, based on the facts tae wisdom
of continuing these activit; s

Laos stands out as but 0.:1€ more ex-
ample of the manner in wh_ L excessive
Secrecy is depriving the Cor g;ess of in-
formation essential to the €:.ercise of its
constitutional responsibilitie ;.

In the case of the Thai aercenaries,
we were told one thing whij : something
else was being done, a clear .ibuse of the
constitutional authority poss >sied by the
Congress when 1t comes to 1 S authority
over the raising of money, 1.0: to men-
tion its war-making powers

With respect to Laos, nct only has
there been no declaration of war, to the
best of our knowledge the:: has been
no statement of policy on .h= part of
the Congress.

Let’s face it. We have bea appro-
priating money for this war i1 -he blind.
The Senate’s constitutional -oie of ad-
vice and consent has been igr.0red.

Our advice has not been a:-ked for, let
alone our consent given.

Every member of this bod vill want
to satisfy himself as to whe her or not
the facts presented here tod: y are true.

To the best of our knowled s¢ they are
true; and if they are, their negning is
clear. The Senate must act, .iow, to re-
assert its constitutional rigk s when it
comes to the waging of war I- it does
not do so, who will deny tha tae legis-
lative arm has become the ser ;ile arm of
this Government.

»

* * * *
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With the consent of the Senate, the
two staff members in question who visited
Laos this spring are now with us on the
floor. They have copies of their top secret
report which any Senator can look at at
this time; or, if preferred, the report can
be looked at in the committee room of
the Foreign Relations Committee. We
ask that no copy of this report be re-
moved from this chamber at this time;
also that every copy looked at be re-
turned to the staff members in question.

Mr. PRESIDENT, at some fime after
this closed session I shall introduce an
amendment bo S. 939, & bill to authorize
appropriations during the fiscal year
1972 for the procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, and so forth. That
amendment follows:

5. 939, 924 Cong. First Sess. |
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNTITED STATES

Referred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT

Intended to be proposed by Mr. Symington
to the bill (8. 939) to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1972 for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, torpedoes, and
other weapons, snd research, development,
test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces,
and to prescribe the authorized personnel
sirength for each active duty component and
of the Selected Reserve of each reserve com-
ponent of the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes, viz: At the end of the bill add a
new section as follows:

Sec. 502. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, no funds authorized to be

" appropriated by this or any other Act may
be obligated or expended In any smount in
excess of 3200 mlillion for the purpose
of carrying out directly or indirectly any eco-
nomic or military asslstance, or any opera-
tion, project, or program of any kind, or for
providing any goods, supplies, materials, serv-
ices, personnel, or advisors in, to, for, or on
behalf of Laos during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972.

{b) No funds may be obligated or ex-
pended for any of the purposes described in
subsection (&) of this section in, to, for, or
on behalf of Laos in any fiscal year beginning
after June 30, 1972, unless such funds have
been specifically authorized by law enacted
after the date of enactment of this Act. In no
case shall funds in any amount in excess of
the amount specifically authorized by law for
any fiscal year be obligated or expended for
any such purpose during such fiscal year.

(c) The provisions of subsections (a) and
(b) of this section shall not apply with re-
spect to the expenditure of funds to carry
out combat alr operations over the so-called
Ho Chi Minh trails in southern Laos, and
over areas immedlately adjacent to such
‘tralls, by United States mlliary forces.

(d) After the date of enactment of this
Act, whenever any request is made to the
Congress for the appropriation of funds for
use in, for, or on behalf of Laos for any fiscal
year, the President shall furnish a written
report to the Congress explaining the purpose
for which such funds are to be expended in
such fiscal year.

(e} The President shall submit to the Con-
gress within 30 days after the end of each
quarter of each fiscal year, beginning with
the fiscal year which begins July 1, 1971, &
written report showing the total amount of
funds expended in, for, or on behalf of Laos
during ithe preceding quarter by the United
States Government, and shall include in such
report & general breakdown of the total
amount expended, describing the different
Ppurposes for which such funds were expended
and the total amount expended for each such
purpose.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. President, I thank the Senate tur
its courtesy in listening to these remark:s.
U.3. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
January 27, 1971
Hon. MeLVIN R. LAIRD,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D C.

Dear MR. SECRETARY: As you know, at the
requast of the Committee on Woreign Rela-
tions the Deparsment of Defense has, for some
time, heen supplying it with monthly s:a-
tistical data relating to the situation in
Vietnam. This information has proved to be
extremely valuable in following developments
therz.

The Committee is finding it increasingly
difficult to keep abreast of the rapid develop-
ments in Cambodia, Laos, and North Viet-
nam, and I believe that a monthly report
contalning data relating to those countries
would be helpful. The Committee would,
therefore, appreciate the Department's co-
operation in supplying, on a monthly bssis,
the Information requested on the enclesed
Ust.

I, of course, have no objlection to your
making this information available to other
Interested congressional committees, as was
done in the case of the Vietnam reports.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairmar.
| Enclosure}

MONTHLY DATA ON MILITARY OPERATIONS IN
SourHEAST ASIA
Cambodia
1 Size of Cambodian Armed Forces:
(a) Trained and Combeat Ready
(b) In training (specific location if -ut-
side Cambodia) or other
(c) On duty outside Cambodia (cther
than training)
2. Number of friendly foreign troops in
Cambcdia:
(a) South Vietnamese
(b) Other (specify)
3. Number of enemy troops in Cambodia:
(&) North Vietnamese/Viet Cong
(b) Cambodian Commurnist
{c) Engeaged in combat cperations:
1. against Cambodian forces
2. against South Vietnam forces
4. Combait air operations in Cambodia:
(a) Sortles fiown by:
1. US. planes .
2. Sortles flown by Camhodian planes
3. Sortles flown by South Vietnsmese
planes
4. Sortlies flown by Thals or -ther
forces
{b) Ordnance expended (bomb tonnage
and other) by 1J.S. aircraft In
Cambodia:
1. B-52
2. other fixed wing aircraft
3. helicopter gunshlips, ete.
5. Casualties (milltary) :
(&) Enemy killed, wounded and cap-
tured

(b) Cambodian killed, wounded and
missing

(c) South Vietnamese killed, wotinded
and missing

(d) U.S.casualtles or missing as a result
of air or other operations

8. Transport and Supply Operations:

(a) Number of fliights flown by U.8. mill-
tary transport eaireraft to Cam-
hodian airports

(b) Number of U.S. helicopter trans-
port fights flown in Cambodia

(¢) Number of alr drop misstons flowr
by U.8. alrcraft in Cambodia

(d) Number of transport flights hy U.8,
non-military aircraft (Alr Amer-
lea, ete.)

(e) Number of transport fligkts by
3cuth Vietnamese or other aircraft

August 3, 1971

(f) Number of supply missions by South
Vietnamese naval vessels

(g) Please provide coples of any con-
tracts or agreements with foreign
government or private entities re~
lating to supply or transport op-
erations in Cambodia, including
data on amounts paid or refm-
bursed for such services and tthe
sources of the funding.

7. Payments made ty the United States to
South Vietnam or other countries for oper-
ations in or services rendered in behalf of
Cambodia:

(a) Amounts or any such payments and
ithe purposs

(b) Provide copies of any agreements
entered into by the United States
concerning payments to foreigners
for services rendered in or in be-
half of Cambodia and the source
of of the funding

8. Number of U.S. personnel involved:

(a) Number of 17.8. personnel attached
permanently or temporarily to the
US. Embassy in Cambodia—
civilian, military

(h) Number of visits in Cambodia by

s U.8. persournel in & TAD or other

temporary status and total num-
ber of days of such duty by all
personnel during the month

(¢) Number of J.5. personnel in South
Vietnam, Thailand, or Laos whose
duties relate to operations in
Cambodia, including training and
logistics operations |

9. U.S. Naval operations:

(a) Number and type of U.S. ships oper~
ating in or near Cambodian waters
during the month engaged In
operatlons relating to Cambodia

(b) Number of visits to Cambodian
ports by TU.8, naval vessels en-
gaged Ir. supply or transport
operations

10, Estimated number of U.S. prigoners
held in Cambodia:

Laos
1. Number of United States personnel in

(a) Civilian (government employees)

(b) Military

(¢c) Personnel on temporary duty,
civiian and military (total num-
ber of man-days)

(d) Contractor employees (Alr America,

ete.)
2. Number of friendly military forces:
(&) Regular Laotian Armed Forces
{b) Irregular Forces
(c) Thal Forces in Laos
(d) Other Forces in Laos (Cambodian,
South Vietnamese, etc.) '
3. Enemy forces in Laos:
(&) Pathet Lao
{(b) North Vietnamese
(¢) Viet Cong
4. Air Operations in Laos:
(&} U.8. ailr scrties over Northern Laos
and munitions expended
1. B-52
2. Other aircraft
{b) U.8. air sorties over Southern Laos
and munitions expended
1. B-52
2. Other aircraft
{e) Air sorties by Laotian forces and
munitions used
5. Casualties—killed or wounded:
(&) United States
(b) Laotian
(c) Other friendly
(d) Enemy
6. Incursions into Laos from South Viet-
nam or Cambodia:

(a) Purpose, date and number of U.S.
and foreign personel involved in
each incursion

7. Please provide coples of any contracts
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or agreements entered into during the month
between the United States and other coun-
tries or private parties relating to military
operations in Laos.

8. Estimated number of U.S. prisoners held
in Laos:

North Vietnam

1. U.S. air operations over North Vietnam:

(a) Number of reconnalssance filghts
flown

(1) Number of escort sorties flown

(c) Number of helicopters or other
manned aircraft sorties flown

(d) Number of drone flights

2. Enemy actions and U.B. losses:

(&) Number of times U.B. aircraft were
fired upon while over North Viet-
nam

(b) Number of times U.S. alrcraft were
fired upon from North Vietnam
while over Laos

(¢) Number of U.S. aircraft lost (by
type) over North Vietnam due to
enemy fire

(d) Number of U.S. aircraft lost over
North Vietnam (by type) not as a
result of enemy fire

(e) U.B.personnel losses

3. Retaliatory action taken:

(a) Number of times North Vietnam
targets were attacked

1. Number of sircraft involved in re-
taliatory actions

2. Quantities of munitions used in
retaliatory action

4. Description of actions by South Viet-
namese or other forges in North Vietnam.

5. Estimated number of J.8. prisoners held
in North Vietnam.

ASSISTANT BECRETARY OF DEFENSE,

INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C., April 14, 1971,
Hon. J, W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Comwmittee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C. .

DeAr MR, CHAIRMAN: Secretary Laird has
asked me to respond to your letter of 27
January in which you requested that the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations be
furnished, on & continuing basis, 4 detailed
monthly report on military operations in
Southeast Asia. :

I regret that we are unable to comply with
Your request in this instance. Deputy Secre-
tary Packard's letter to Senator Symington of
11 June 1970, a copy of which Senator
Symington forwarded to you, pointed out
that it would not be at all appropriate to dis-
cuss or disclose outside the Executive Branch
highly sensitive information on milttary com-
bat operations of the kind which your ques-
tions would elicit 1f answers were to be
provided.

Singcerely,
G. WARREN NUTTER,

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1970.

Hon. STUART SYMINGTON,

Chatrman, Subcommittee on U.S. Security
Agreements and Commitments Abroad
Senate Commitiee on Foreign Relations
Washington, D.C,

DeAr SENATOR SYMINGTON: I understand
that when Generals Burchinal and Polk ap-
peared as witnesses before your Subcommit-
tee in late May, they were requested to make
available to the Subcommittee copies of writ-
ten instructions they had received both In
connection with the European trip of staff
members Pincus and Paul and with reference
to their testimony before your Subcommitiee.,

T am sure you will appreciate that those in-
structions, by definition, were documents in-
tended solely for internal use within the De-
partment of Defense and I would hope that

»

s

you would agree with me that such docu-
ments should not be distributed outside the
Executive Branch.

From your personal experience as a former
Secretary of the Air Force, you are well ac-
quainted with the fact that, on the basis of
custom, tradition, usapge and precedent, the
Legislative and Executive Branches have come
to accept and recognize that there are certain
matters which, for varying reasons, are not
normally discussed outside the Executive
Branch. The instructions in question con-
tained topics meeting that general descrip-
tion for the most part and included such
items as military contingency plans, National
Becurity Council decuments. Inspector-Gen-
eral Reports of investigations, matters still in
the planning, proposal stage upon which no
decislon has been reached, operational pro-
cedures and methods involving the risk of
life or safety of military personnel, and so
forth.

Early in the S8ubcommittee hearings, 8 mis-
understanding apparently developed in con-
nection with the handling or manner of
treatment of information on nuclear weap-
ons, & misunderstanding which, as I under-
stand it, has been resolved by the briefing
given to the Senator Committee on Foreign
Relations on 27 May 1970.

‘These categories of information are those
which have become widely accepted and gen-
erally recognized as topics which in the na-
tional interest, should be etrictly limited in
either dissemination or discussion. Be sas-
sured that eny prohibitions egainst dis-
cussing such topies apply to all testimony
and were not, of course, restrictive solely
to witnesses appearing before your Sub-
committee.

Becretary Lalrd asked me to convey his
apology for the delay in responding to your
request, a delay which was occasioned by

the urgency of preparing for his trip to .

Europe.

I trust that you will ind this responsive
to your Subcommittee’s interest in this
matter.

Sincerely,
DAvID PACKARD,
AprIiL 20, 1971,

Hon. 3. WaRReN NUTTER.

Assistant Secretary for International Security
Affairs, Department of Defense, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. NurTER: I wish to ecknowledge
your letter of April 10 in reply to the Com-
mittee’s request for & monthly report on cer-
tain developments in Cambodia end Laos.

You state that the information requested
would involve “highly sensitive information
on military combat operations” which would
not be “‘appropriate to discuss or disclose out-
side the Executive Branch.” Would you please
provide the Committee with & list of the
items requested which you consider to be in
this category. In order to avold further delay
and without pessing on the merits of the
Department’s position on those items, I would
appreciate your providing the Committee
with monthly reports on the other items not
in this category.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FuLsrIGHT, Chairman.

ABSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1971.
Hon.J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowl-
edge the recelpt of your letter of April 20,
1971, relative to our exchange of correspond-
ence in connection with the request of the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations to
be provided a monthly report on a continu-
ing basis of certain military combat opera-
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e and the in-
1:1ents of Laos

tions conducted by US. fo
digenous forces of the gove
and Ceambodia.

The informstion require« 1. respond to
guestions concerning the ¢ z and combat
readiness of indigenous arr ac forces, their
air and ground combat opers .i« ns, the enemy
forces they encounter and tr - « asualties they
inflict and sustain, etc., i ..ormaliy pro-
vided through U.S. military :e sonnel acting
in a military advisory assi sence role who
accompany the host countr: frees on com-
bat operations. However, 'ne Geneva Ac-
cords, the so-called Cooper- °t urch Amend-
ment and certain other rest 'icsions imposed
‘by the Congress in enact:.ig the Defense
Authorization Bill have, 1 combination,
prohibited by law the prese :c- of U.B. mill-
tary advisory personnel in lios and Cam-
bodia which, in turn, effe: 'l ely precludes
reliable reporting to the Department of
Defense of information of tl at nature.

Additionally, there are a :umber of other
questtons that were posed s ¢ as those re-
lating to U.S. civilian perso: a+1 in Laos and
Cambodia who are employe« e-ther by other
U.8. Government agencies o: by private con-
tractors that do not fall vncer the cogni-
zance of the Department of ! e ense,

Finally, the possibility t:a. identical or
similar missions or military oojerations may
be required in the same gen- va: geographical
area at some Indefinite futu -e date creates a
sensitivity that precludes di.cussing, outside
the Executive Branch, spec 1 details with
respect to cross border inci rsions by allied
forces, intelligence gatherin. onerations, fre-
quency and area of covera.2 of reconnals~
sance and attack sortles, 1vpes of aircraft
employed and types and tinnages of ord-
nance expended, etc.

Agaln, I regret that we a @ unable to re-
spond to your Committee’s request In this
instance.

Sincerely,
G. W piEN NuUTTER.
cewtr 28, 1971,
Hon. Wnriam P, Rogcess,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR MR. SEcrRETARY: I °nclose a news
article from the Christian Science Monitor
of April 17 reporting that tl.2 United States
is providing financial backin . {or Thal forces
operating In Laos. Would yc .. slease provide
the - Committee with a cop - »f any agree-
ments relating to U.S. sup:o-t or the use
of Thai forces in Laos, as weil as the fuill
detalls of any U.S. furding of such
operations.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FuLsric ‘T Chairman.

[From the Christian Secie .c : Monitor,
Apr. 17, 1971 (1:%)
TxAI FORCE IN LA0s-—U.E T ) FINANCE
FOREIGN TROO3
(By George W. Ash .0-th)

Nixon-administration offic:ajs have ham-
mered out an agreement w:th the Govern-
ment of Thafland for sharp v increased use
of Thal forces in Laos.

The American Governmen . I:as reportedly
agreed to provide the firarcial backing
necessary for Thal troops to neip bolster the
South Vietnamese-United Stat=s position in
Laos.

Officially, neither the Nc¢-t!: Vietnamese
nor the Americans are involv d in Laos. How-
ever, both sides are heavily n+olved in fact
and have been for years. 1ne¢ North Viet-
namese have provided the hicikbone needed
by the Pathet Lao for their .asargency. And
the Americans, largely throt zt- the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA), biiv> advised and
paid for much of the war eff :r1. particularly
around the Plain of Jars.

Thal troops are known t i:ave been in
Laos for six or seven years. B.at until late
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last year, the number was relatively small.
This time last year, there were perhaps 1,000
Thals fighting on the South Vietnamese-
American side in Laos.

Now, the U.S. is providing most of the
financial backing for a force in Laos of be-
tween 4,000 and 6,000 Thais, according to
unofficial estimates.

OPEN-ENDED AGREEMENT?

According to sources, the agreement be-
tween the U.S. and Thailand on the use of
Thal troops in Laos is open-minded. As one
official put it, “The Thals are ready to send in
just about as many troops as we are willing
to pay for.”

The Pentagon refuses to discuss That in-
volvement in Laos. Queried, a Pentagon
spokesman suggested that the Thals were
the only persons who could provide details.

One reporter in the field, Tammy Arbuckle,
reported in January in the Washington Star
that Thai forces were alleged to have operated
in northeastern Thailand with other troops
in an attermpt to cut Route 7, Hanoi’s major
supply route to the critical Plain of Jars.
The attempt failed.

Mr. Arbuckle also reported a 155-mm how-
itzer battery overrun near Muong Soui had
been removed to the greater safety of the
allied base area at Long Chien and provided
protection by Thai infrantrymen. Other Thal
troops have been operating in parts of Laos
near the Thal border.

Thai manpower has been increased sub-
stantially since Mr. Arbuckle reported from
the field, according to sources here. The
buildup apparently began as soon as the
Thais were assured of U.S. financial backing.

MATTER CLOSELY HELD

Although the Thsai involvement is a very
closely held matter, particularly in the
Pentagon, some outside the defense estab-
lishment are aware of some details of the
new move. Sources report a growing concern
anwong some in the government that the
Thai involvement in Laos may soon become
too expensive to be absorbed within regular
defense expenditures.

Although the cleanest way to handle the
matter, at least in financial terms, would be
. a request to Congress for a supplemental
appropriation, such a request almost surely
would be a hot political matter. For the mo-
ment, the costs are being absorbed with
increased difficulty.

‘There appear to be several reasons for the
increased That involvement:

Most importantly, perhaps, the Thais were
willing to help in Laos if most of the bill
were picked up. For several reasons the That
Government considers the Insurgency in Laos
a matter of substantial concern. And con-
cerns have not been eased by the Chinese
construction of a road from Dien Bien Phu
across Laos toward Thsailand. The insurgency
of Thaliland Is now a quite serious matter.

In some respects, the tide seems to have
tipped against the Royal Lao side in the con-
tinuing fighting. Until 1969, the fighting be-
tween the neutralist forces and the Pathet
Lao backed by Hanol had been an ebb-and-
flow sort of warfare with territory changing
hands in a fairly regular pattern depending
upon the seasons. Then, in 1969, Gen. Vang
Pao and his Meo troons, with heavy American
alr backing, pushed strongly against the
Communists on the plain, capturing large
numbers of supplies and causing heavy
enemy casualties. The Communist response
was $0 press back harder than before, and
the pressure has continued.

The Nixon administration undoubtedly
would like to see the neutralist regime in
Laos survive. This is seen as iImportant both
for the non-Communist factions in Laos and
for the other beleaguered nations in Indo-
China.

fiiven the nature of the conflict in Laos,
congressional views, and the presidential

determination to pursue the Nixon doctrine,
the use of regular American troops In Lacs
was unthinkable.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Washington, D.C., May 19, 1971,
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, .
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEsR MR. CzarRMAN: The Secretary has
asker! me to reply to your letter of April 23,
1971, enclosing an article from the Christian
Science Monitor of April 17 concerning S
financ:al support for Thal forces operating in
Laos. Senator Case wrote on April 23, 1§71
aboutr the same article, and we are providing
the same information to him. As Under Sec-
retarv Irwin said on May 3, we understand
your Committee was briefed or. this subject
in executive session by Mr. Helms on
March 23. .

We believe that it has been made clear that
this s not a question of US support for regu-
lar Thai forces in Laos. The irregular forces
involved, while raised and trained in Thai-
land, are all one-year volunteers who go o
Laos to serve under the command of the
Royal Lao Government; in this case the Lao
Military Region II Commander. These guer-
rilla forces are therefore consldered to be
tocal forces in Laos.,

There are no written agreements between
our wJovernment and the Governments of
Thailand or Laos concerning this program,
all arrangements were made orslly.

The expenses for the US support of ithis
effort have been met from curren?t approproa-
tions Although the administration of this
actlvity does not fall under the Department
of State, it is our understanding that these
expenditures are within present authorities.

May I suggest that upon his return from a
vistt 1o Hast Asia, Assistant Secretary
Marshall Green give an oral briefing to ycur
Comrmittee which wouid bring you up o
date and put this program into proper
perspective?

Sincerely,
Davip M. ABSHIRE,
Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., April 23, 1971
Hon. WIiLLIAM P. ROGERS,
Department of Stale,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SEcrrrarY: I am enclosing from
the April 17 Christian Sclence Monitor
George Ashworth's article which reports that
the Administration has reached an agree-
ment with the Government of Thailand ror
a sharp increase in Thal troops to be used
in Leos. Mr. Ashworth notes that the United
States Government has reportedly agreed to
provide the financlal backing to support the
Thal troops.

I would appreciate it if you cculd comment
on the accuracy of what Mr. Ashworth Las
written and then, assurning his information
is correct, answer the following questions.

1. Does the Administration consider the
financlal support of Thal troops in Leaos %o
be ir. accord with the Cooper-Church provi-
sions in the 1970 Defense Appropriations Act
which bans the payment of mercenaries ex-
cept to protect & safe and orderly American
withdrawal or disengagement from South-
east Asia or to eid in the relense of United
States prisoners.

2. Does the Administration intend to sub-
mit the agreement with Thailand to the Sen-
ate as a treaty?

3. Whnat are the specific terms of the
United States agreement with the Thai Gov-
ernment including the cost to the United
States Government and the agreement’s
duration?

4. Does the Administration intend to re-
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quest supplemental appropriations to pay
the costs of agreement or will existing funds
ke reprogrammed?

5, Has the United States Government
made any assurances to the Thai Govern-
raent of United States support in event That
troops in Laos encounter difficulties?

Sincerely,
CLiFrFORD P, Casg, U.S. Senate.

THAI FORCE IN Laos—U.S. To FINANCE

FOoREIGK TROOPS
(By George Ashworth)

Nixon-administration officials have ham-
mered out an agreement with the Govern-
ment of Thailand for sharply increased use
of Thal forces in Laos. The American Gov-
ernment has reportedly agreed to provide
the financial backing - necessary for Thal
troops to help bolster the South Vietnamese-
United Sitates position in Laos.

Officially, nelther the North Vietnamese
nor the Americans are involved in Laos. How-
ever, both sides are heavily involved in fact
and have been for years. The North Viet-
namese have provided the backbone needed
by the Pathet Lao for their insurgency. And
the Americans, largely through the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA), have advised and
paid for much of the war effort, particularly
sround the Plain of Jars.

Thal troops are known to have been in
Laos for six or seven years. But until late
last year, the number was relatively small.
This time last year, there were perhaps 1,000
Thais fighting on the South Vietnamese-
American side in Laos.

Now, the U.8. is providing most of the
financial’ backing for a force in Laos of be-
tween 4,000 and 6,000 Thais, according to
unofficial estimates.

OFEN-ENDED AGREEMENT?

According to sources, the agreement be-
tween the U.S. and Thailand on the use of
Thal troops in Laos is open-ended. As onhe
official put it, “The Thals are ready to send
in just about as many troops as we are willing
to pay for.”

The Pentagon refuses to discuss Thal in-
volvement in Laos, Queried, a Pentagon
spokesman suggested that the Thais were the
only persons who could provide details.

One reporter in the deld, Tammy Arbuckle,
reported in January in the Washington Star
that Thal forces were alleged to have
operated in northeastern Thailand with other
troops in an attempt to cut Route 7, Hanoi’s
major supply route o the critical Plain of
Jars. The attempt falled.

Mr. Arbuckle also reported a 155-mm.
howitzer battery overrun near Muong Sou!
had been removed to the greater safety of the
allied base area at Long Chien and provided
protection by Thal infantrymen. Other Thai
troops have heen operating in parts of Laos
near the Thai border.

Thai manpower has been increased sub-
stantlally since Mr. Arbuckle reported from
the fleld, according to sources here. The
buildup apparently began as soon as the
Thals were assured of U.S. financial backing,

MATTER CLOSELY HELD

Although the Thai involvement is a very
closely held matter, particularly in the Penta-
son, some outside the defense establishment
are aware of some details of the new move.
Sources report a growing concern among
some in the government that the Thal in-
volvement in Laos may soon become too
expensive to be absorbed within regular
defense expenditures.

Although the cleanest way to handle the
matter, at least in financlal terms, would be
& request to Congress for a supplemental
appropriation, such a request almost surely
would be a hot political matter. For the
moment, the costs are being absorbed with
increased difficuity.
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There appeat to be several reasons for the
increased Thal involvement:

Most importantly, perhaps, the Thals were
willing to help in Laos if most of the bill
were picked up. For several reasons the Thal
Government considers the insurgency In
Laos a matter of substantial concern. And
concerns have not been eased by the Chinese
construction of a road from Dien Bien Phu
across Laos toward Thalland. The insurgency
of Thailand is now a quite serious matter,

In some respects, the tide seems to have
tipped agalnst the Royal Lao side in the con-
tinuing fighting. Until 1969, the fighting be-
tween the neutralist forces and the Pathet
Lao backed by Hanoi had been an ebb-and-
flow sort of warfare with territory changing
hands In & fairly regular pattern depending
upon the sessions. Then, in 1969, Gen Vang
Pao and his Meo troops, with heavy American
air backing, pushed strongly against the
Communists on the plain, capturing heavy
enemy casualties. The Communist response
was to press back harder than before, and
the pressure has continued.

The Nixon administration undoubtedly
would like to see the neutralist regime in
Laos survive, This is seen as iraportant both
for the non-Communist factions in Laos and
for the other beleaguered nations In Indo-
China.

Given the nature of the conflict in Laos,
coneressional views, and the prestdential de-
termination to pursue the Nixon doctrine,
the use of regular American troops in Laos
was unthinkable.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1971.
Hon. CLIFroRD P. CASE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR CASE: Secretary Rogers has
asked me to reply to your letter of April 23,
1971 concerning a press report of US support
for Thal troops in Laos. The Secretary has
also received a letter from Senator Fulbright
asking for answers for his Committee to basi-
cally the same questions. During his appesar-
ance before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on May 3, Under Secretary Irwin
said that we understand your Committee was
briefed on this subject in executive session by
Mr. Helms on March 23.

We believe that it has been made clear that
this 1s not a question of US support for regu-
lar Thal forces in Laos. The irregular forces
involved, while raised and trained in That-
land, are all one-year volunteers who go to
Laos to serve under the command of the
Royal Lao Government; in this case the Lao
Military Region II Commander. These guer-
rilla forces are therefore considered to be
local forces in Laos.

There are no written agreements between
our Government and the Governments of
Thailand or Laos concerning this program;
all arrangements were made orally,

The expenses for the US support of this
effort have been met from current appropria-
tions. Although the administration of this
activity does not fall under the Department
of State, it is our understanding that these
expenditures are within present authorities.

Parenthetically it should be noted that
your first question is in error as to the scope
of the Cooper-Church Amendments to the
FY 1971 Defense Appropriations Act. These
amendments do not bear on the subject of
troop pay. Presumably you may have refer-
ence to the Fulbright Amendment to Section
838(a) of that Act (l.e. the first proviso
thereof), which is a limitation rather than
a ban and which is being fully complied with
by the Administration.

As I sald in my letter to Senator FuL-
BRIGHT, the Department of State belleves
that it might be useful for the Committee
to be briefed orally on this subject among
others 'In. executive session by Assistent

Secraetary for East Asia, Marshall Green,
following his return from his current visit
to East Asia. We think that an oral birefing
could bring you up to date and put this pro-
gram into proper pespective.

Sincerely, N

Davip M. ABSHIRE,

Assistanl Secretary for
Congressional Relations.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President—-—

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President——

Mr. SYMINGTON. 1 yield first, if I
may, to the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), seconder of the request for
this closed session.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
want to commend the distinguished Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) for
the thorough job he has done in summar-
izing a long and exhaustive report.

What the Senator has said calls to our
attention our responsibility to know
about and to advise in a matter of great
importance.

One question I particularly wish to
ask the Senator regards the amend-
ments which were put into the Defense
authorization and appropriation acts for
fiscal year 1971. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi and I had a great deal of discus-
sion about those amendments last year.
The Armed Services Committee included
language in its report on the defense
authorization bill which was designed
to prevent use of any funds authorized,
“For Vietnamese and other free world
forces for the support of the govern-
ment of Cambodia.”

I then offered an amendment extend-
ing that restriction to Laos. The final
clause that was agreed to in the bill was
as follows:

Nothing in clause A, first sentence of this
paragraph, shall be construed as authoriz-
ing the use of any such funds to suppont
Vietnamese or other free world forces in
actions designed to provide military sup-
port and assistance to the governments of
Cambodia or Laos.

After considerable struggle and after
agreement—by the Senator from Missis-
sippi and everyone, I think, concerned—
this provision was adopted. Now we have
this staff report.

It seems to me that the Defense De-
partment, or the Government of this
country, has simply paid no attention to
the restriction on the use of the money
which was asserted by Congress in the
defense appropriation and euthorization
acts.

My question is: Does not the Senator
from Missouri believe. from what he
knows about it, that there is a conflict
with that restriction?

Mr. SYMINGTON. The able Senator
from Arkansas has read the law. I have
it here in front of me. Based on the law,
it seems clear said law has been violated.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the Senator going
to put into the record the letter from As-
sistant Secretary of State Abshire reply-
ing, for the Secretary of State, to my let-
ter raising this question? If not, I shall
put it in.

Mr. SYMINGTON. As previously
stated, I have put all that correspondence
intherecord.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator.

I think that the excuse they give—

which I do not consider to 1 valid at
all—is that the language do s not in-
clude, or rather excepts, guer .1 2 forces
or the recruiting of what the; call local
forces in Laos.

It is not possible, it seems t n:e, if the
language in the amendments 1 ¢ s any-
thing at all, that the Thais in '« os could
be considered local forces in I acs. These
Thai {deleted]. So if one has g 13 reason-
able respect for the use of th: 1:nguage,
they are Thai troops in direct 0 traven-
tion of the restriction which ' e put into
law and did so, I may say, w tf the co-
operation and approval of tht ¢nairman
of the Armed Services Comm tt-e.

I do not know what Congre: : ~an do if
the executive branch will noi show any
respect for the laws as ssssed by
Congress.

I would be very much in ciested to
know whether the Senator thi; .k his own
amendment, which he has jus described,

will be respected any more inan the
existing law was respected. :
Mr. SYMINGTON. I reply, | 1ave vis-

ited Laos many times and eve: v .ime, up-
on return, I thought to myse : I finally
have the picture,” but later o ind that
was not the case. This report u: follows
that aspect. I was on the of :e- side of
the government at the st:rt of the
Korean War. It worries me. ti.e use of
these heavy bombers, the ingest jet
strategic bombers in the wor d so close
to the Chinese border. At th¢ r -quest of
the man we support, Souvanr a fhouma,
the Chinese started building : n »xtended
road system in the very nortt ~r2 part of
Laos. [Deleted]. The Laot a1: planes
have actually attacked it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. P = ident, it
seems to me that this is a cla s ¢ case of
the sort that we have been = nfronted
with time and time again——t :e inability
to obtain ordinary, basic i:f rmation
with respect to what we are ¢ an:g.

In this case, we had to senc twvo of our
best and most experienced 1:iembers of
the staff to Laos to get the i f »rmation
ourselves. To put it another v a:, the ex-
ecutive branch imposes an (mojargo on
giving any information or k: o vledge to
the committee. This puts us a a great
handicap.

We now have the basis for a =« asonably
well based judgment on the w:sdom of
what we are doing. It comes 1-owvn to the
real issue of whether there ANy pos-
sible objective in Laos worth * ‘hat we are
doing to achieve it? What cot id we do in
Laos which would be worth i.:e expendi-
ture of at least some $375 n:illion in
fiscal 1972.

I do not.know what it is ¢ xj.ected we
will achieve, especially in viev of the
apparent change in attitude o: the ad-
ministration toward China ar ¢ he whole
war in Vietnam. If Vietnam: :asion suc-
ceeds, what could we accomp :s.: by con-
tinuing to step up the war in L .08?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. ! ccsident, I
once had the privilege of biirg on the
board of directors of various ccmpanies.
The president of the compan; 1 question
would often ask the board for n mey. The
directors invariably wanted t : ..now just
what the money was being uie i for.

What worries me in this :tuation is
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how little those of us who put up the
money under our constitutional preroga-
tive know about what the money is ac-
tually being used for.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the able
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yvielding. I would like to
zet the figures more precisely for fiscal
1971. How much did the Senator say was
authorized and appropriated for 1971 in
Laos?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, un-
fortunately that information has now
heen given to the clerk. I will get it. It
being top secret, I had only the one copy.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator referred to
some figures like $52 million and $300
million.

Mr. SYMINGTON. $52 million was the
economic aid approved for Laos.

Mr. MILLER. For fiscal 1971?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Right.

Mr. MILLER. How about the military
aid?

Mr. SYMINGTON, With respect to the
military aid approved for Laos, the most
recent information the committee has re-
ceived from the Department of Defense
on the Defense Department funded mili-
tary assistance program in Laos was a
document dated January 26, 1971, en-
titled, “Estimated Amounts Included in
Military Funection Appropriation for the
Fiscal Year 1972 Budget for Support of
the Free World Forces in Vietnam, Laos,
and Thailand, Related to Fiscal Year
1970, Fiscal Year 1971, and Fiscal Year
1972."

That document gives a total figure, for
estimated new funds for the military
assistance program in Laos, of $74,200,-
000 in fiscal 1970; $117,300,000 in fiscal
1971; and $125,800,000 in fiscal 1972.

In Vientiane, the staff was told that the
fiscal 1970 program ceiling was $125
million; and ever: that ceiling apparently
has been exceeded by some $24,100,000;
so the total cost of the military assist-
ance program for fiscal 1970, inswead of
being $74,200,000, was $146,400,000.

They were also told that, as a result of
recent messages that had been received
from Washington, the fiscal 1971 pro-
gram ceiling had been increased t¢ $162,-
200,000; and the fiscal 1972 ceiling o
$252,100,000,

Mr. MILLER. I have here, based upon
what the Senator just read, $52 millicn
for economic assistance and $117 millicn
for military assistance, for a total of $169
million for fiscal 1971 that was expressly
and specifically authorized and appropri-
ated. The Senator indicated that infor-
mation received in Vientiane had raised
the $117 million by some $45 million.

Did I not understand that there were
sums estimated by the Senator to e much
more than, say, $200 million for the fiscal
1971 operation in Laos?

Mr. SYMINGTON. The fiscal 1972 op-
cration would be a great deal more. And
for 1971, a bare listing of the amount was
$284 million, counting both economic and
military assistance and the amount CIA
is spending.

Mr. MILLER. Well, $284 million. So,
I think the essence—— -~

Mr. SYMINGTON. let me present
shis straight. The estimate of new funcds
for 1971 military assistance, the staff was
told here was $117,300,000. The economic
assistance was $52 million.

‘Then when they arrived in Laos they
were ‘told the CIA was spending [de-
ieted] million; and that the figure for
military assistance expenditures had been
raised to $162,200,000. This does not in-

Approved For RelegsR @S A £ RREGK PROORRROPA300080080-3 1/t 5 1977

clude other expenditures the U.S. Gov-
ernment was making in and over Laos.

Mr. MILLER. What the Senator is
saying is that in addition to the moneys
that we in the Senate specifically au-
‘thorized and appropriated for Laos,
for fiscal 1971 there is another $120
million spent by the CIA in Laos.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not know ex-
actly what was, or was not, spent by the
CIA, because although a member of the
CIA committee, those figures are not
given in detail. The staff in Vientiane
received this estimated breakdown of
expenses of the Central Intelligence
Agency.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I do not
want to get bogged down.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator
would be good enough to put down, in
detail, what figures he has in mind, I
would be very glad to have the staff
analyze same and make it all part of the
record.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I do not
think that is necessary to get to my
point. What I had in mind now—and
the Senator may correct me if I am
wrong—is that we specifically appro-
priated about $169 million for military
and economic assistance for Laos for
1971, and about $120 million more came
from somewhere else for the operations
in Laos. I think there is only one other
place that could have come from, and
that is from the CIA.

Would that be a proper deduction?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
think the Sensator’s analysis could be
constructive. To be sure, we will place
the exact figures given us by the Defense
Department in the record. I ask unani-
mous consent to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, so ordered.

ESTIMATED AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN MILITARY FUNCTIONS APPROPRIATION FISCAL YEAR 1972 BUDGET FOR :3:!PPORT OF FREE WORLD MILITARY FORCES IN VIETNAM, LAOS, AND
THAILAND AND RELATED COSTS IN FISCAL YEARS 1979, 1971, 1972

{in millions of doilars)

Fiscal year 1970

Total  South

Fiscal year 1971

Fiscal year 1972

South  Korea ‘ PhI|ID l.aos 7Théi- “orea La;)s Tl;i- Total B E‘c;th wIr(;)r’ea 7 taos Thai; V Total
Vietnam pines fand Vietnam land - Vietnam
Military personnel ;
Ug.g 741 90.8 8.1 22.% 195.1 53.1 91,% 8.1 1L% 174.3
138 .. X SN T X S 126 0T 1 1Zs
Totat, military personnel___ .. ___ .. _____.______ 130.9 74.2 103.8 8.1 2.2 208.3 33.2 104.0 81 1a¢ 187.3
iperation and maintenance:
Army. e . 5 568.5 562.2 50.0 17.8 6.6 - 646.6 530.8 49.6 19.8 13.5  6I13.7
Navy. .. . .4 43.9 85.6 Ao 2.8 88.5 70.3 1 2.0 72.4
Marine Corps..._.__...... 7 3 .4 4.4 . 40 .. .5 5.3 20 6.0 _______ .6 6.8
Air Foree... __..._._____ 3 . 8.4 120.2 97.4 1.0 36.6 112 1462 110.5 1.1 33.7 12.1 157.4
Tolat, 0. & M 59. 5 62.6 3 43.8 313 7350 7460 551 544 L1 886.6 7.8 56.8 53.5 28.2  850.3
Procurement: .
L 858.2 67.2 ... ... 93 37.4 9721 7325 60.9 11.9 258 831.1 772.4 742 14.2 30.1 890.9
Navy:
Aircraft and missiles .2
fither procurement. 19.2

Shipbuilding______

Marine Corps procurement. _ 2.8
Air Force:
Ajrcraft procurement_____. ... .. ____ . 165.0
Gther procurement 127.0
Total procurement . ___________ ... .....__ 1,145.3
Military construction:
AT e 120 . 12.0
Summary: .
Army X 1,673.2 1,380.8 0L.7 37.8 €4.5 1,684.8 1,356.3 215.0 42.1 55.5 1,678.9
Navy_._.. . 54.9 . . 6.6 103.9 [ R 41 108.3 30. I R 3.2 83.6
Marine Carps 341 2.2 . ... L1 6.4 13 186 ... 1.0 20.9 A 275 .. .6 28.5
Air Force - 2856 6 . . 46,9 141 307.2  340.3 1.0 79.5 17.4 438.2 337.1 L1 837 17.9 439.8
ot i 1,684.1 237.6 2.0 742 955 2,003.4 1,826.3 2.6 117.3

87.0 2,252.2 1,783.9 243.9 125.8 77.2 2,230.8

9. (a) Funding of South Vietnamese and other Free World force: under authority of the Defense Autharization and Asoropriation Acts, by category or purpcse.
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Mr. MILLER. As I say, for this pur-
pose I do not think I need to get to
whether it is $1 million, $2 million, or
$5 million less.

I think one of the points the Senator
made is that here we are with another
$120 million spent in Laos which we in
the Senate did not specifically authorize
and appropriate.

I have one further guestion. Does that
money, the $169 million or the $169 mil-
lion plus the other $120 million, include
the cost of bombing of the Ho Chi Minh
Trail?

Mr. SYMINGTON. No, it does not.

Mr. MILLER. Here is my point. I say
this most respectfully to my colleague
from Missouri. I think most of us under-
stand that when we make authorizations
and appropriations for the CIA, some of
that money is very likely to end up in
some of these operations, such as Laos.
In other words, I do not think we have
quite said there will be only so much
money for Laos and nothing more, be-
cause if we did we would have no motive
in appropriating money for the CIA.

This has troubled a number of us.
What is the money going to the CIA to
be used for? How much is it? How did
they spend it? That agency has been op-
erating for a long time under a cloak of
quasi-secrecy in the hands of a limited
number of people, and I think the Sen-
ator from Missouri is one of them as g
member of the subcommittee on CIA
oversight.

I have never served on that committee,
but I have great respect, as a former
member of the Committee on Armed
Services, for the integrity of those few
Senators who do have that oversight
responsibility.

I find it very difficult to believe that
the oversight committee could not ob-
tain some pretty accurate information on
how much of that CIA money was going
to Laos.

I am wondering whether the Senator
could tell us what efforts were made by
that oversight subcommittee to obtain
this information so it would not be nec-
essary for the staff to go to Vientiane.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The more informa-
tion one obtains before making a decision
the better the chances for a wise decision.
Even with the staff report mentioned, in
all my committees there is no real knowl-
edge of what is going on in Laos. We do
not know the cost of the bombing. We do
not know about the people we maintain
there. It is a secret war.

As mentioned before, the Central In-
telligence Agency reports directly to the
President. Therefore, in effect, it has
executive privilege. The head of the
Central Intelligence Agency is also the
head of the Intelligence Subcommittee
of the National Security Council.

I am not critical of this agency. As
mentioned in my prepared text, I have
admiration for them. But I do say there
is a war going on in Laos, and money is
being spent in heavy quantities about
which the Senate knows nothing, I am a
member of literally all the committees
involved. Each time we go to Laos and
believe we have uncovered the last leaf
of what has been and is going on, we find

later that is not true. The responsibility
cannot be placed entirely with the
Central Intelligence Agency, because to
the State Department has been delegated
some of the authority for the instrue-
tions being given the CIA.

What worries me. having gone through
the Korean situation at a time when we
thought we ‘were in very good shape and
then were suddenly hit by the Chinese
in heavy force, is the fact there has been
a great deal of activity near the Chinese
border, in northern Laos, which has
nothing to do with the Ho Chi Minh
Trail, and that could give us more serious
trouble.

When we asked about B-52 bombing in
northern Lacs we were told B-52’s were
bombing in northern Laos, far from the
Ho Chi Minh Trail. We were also told
that the reason we had not been told
before was because we had not asked.

The shocking information that we were
bombing with B-52's way up in north-
ern Laos was given in an open hearing
by the Under Secretary of State. He no
doubt gave it because he knew what the
subcommittee staff report was going to
say to the Congress.

Mr. MILLER. 1 want to make this
point. I have had an opportunity to visit
Vientiane myself to obtain some infor-
mation. I think the Senator from Mis-
souri has done more than any Member
of the Senate to try to obtain informa-
tion on our operations in Laos, and for
this he is to be commended. At the same
time, we should not leave the impression
that the Senaie somenow or other has

been helpless i1 th Eislmaﬁg;,_ﬁg are all
mature %dividuals, and we know what

we are doing, We Tiave ed a
lot of money for the CTA. T we have dofie
50, knowing Theé CIX i§ "an executive

T, s e
S0_with our eyes wide open, Maybe we
should change that. That is something
else. But let us not say the Senate has
been hoodwinked or leave theé impressign
We have been mislead and hav t
Known what is going on. I think we may

AVE lacked Information on the specifics,
and the Senator is pulling out informa-
tion on the specifics. but the Senators
who_voted on these appropriations Tor
the voted 10T Our_eves
wide open, knowing what we were
dolng. Maybe we should change it. It is
something for future debate.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Senator
for his kind remarks about my efforts to
get the facts. I would be the last to say he
had been hoodwinked or that any other
Member of the Senate had been hood-
winked. But I have been hoodwinked,
and I want the Senate to know this after-
noon that that is the case.

I wanted to go to Laos in the fall of
1985, but was told the Ambassador did
not want Members of Congress to come to
that country, and did not like people to

go into Laos. 8o I met the Ambassador in-

Udorn, Thailand, just south of Vientiane.
At that time the Ambassador reafirmed
he did not think it right for people such
as me to go into Laos.

He mentioned that the present distin-
guished senior Senator from Massachu-
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setts had been there, added :F at his visit
had created some consternz ;1n and had
upset the Laotian Governr =::1.

So in 1966 I went to the ¢ "z te Depart-
ment and said, “Regardless »t what that
Ambassador thinks about r v going into
Laos, I am going into Laos :¢ a member
of the Committee on Armed 3 rvices and
the Committee on Foreign R ‘i: tions, with
his goodwill or without i. but I am
going.” State said, “Of cot "s: you can
go. Who said you cannot?” i said, “The
Ambassador, who so told m¢ a 1d others.”

I thereupon went to Haw .i and later
received copies of telegr:ms sent to
State by the Ambassador r roiesting my
planned visit.

Later I had a wire from th £ mbasador,
saying he was glad I was con :1 g and that
he hoped I could stay with 12, with my
aide staying with his mil:ary aide. I
wired back I appreciated 1:s invitation
but was going to stay wii : friends in
Vientiane. He knew the on - nlace that
could be was a compound ‘:anced in-
directly by the CIA, and I was told he
wired State saying he thou:t t it would
be a mistake if I stayed with :tnse people.

Later, in 1967, I went ot = again and
that time stayed with him.

It was a pleasant {rip, an : ; learned a
lot and was told a very gre:t deal I did
not know,

But nobody told us that 1 2 ted States
combat airplanes, with Am. ri:an pilots,
were bombing in northern ‘«os, Amer-
ican pilots who carried the : .dentifica-
tion so they would not be st 3t as spies if
they were forced down. Th: s¢ airplanes
were attacking, with napalr znd bombs,
in northern Laos. This we v v1e not told.

As g matter of interest, w .e.1 we came
back and had hearings in 'l e Foreign
Relations Committee, at on¢ 1 oint ques-
tions came up. The answe wvas, “You
did not ask.” For the inforn a ion of my
good friend from Iowa, I did :« & know we
were running B-52 bombe -aids over
northern Laos until the sta © : ame back
and so reported. So in this ase, also, it
was not logical to ask.

In my judgment (a) thes .3-52 raids
in northern Laos are dang rus to the
security of the United State — a field in
which I have had some ex: o1:ence and
(b) no member of this bo.:y knew we
were extending regular B-5' -aids that
far north in Laos.

In 1946, before there was : n Air Force,
when I was Assistant Secre a. v of War
for Air, some Senators wi -emember
that the Yugoslavs at that ti u.- were not
on as friendly terms with us a. they are
today. They shot down sever. : f our un-
armed DC-3's. I called ' General
Norstad, and asked him to vt some of
our fighters on that border v it1 instruc-
tions to shoot down any ‘1ines that
attacked our planes.

Norstad said, “I am a figh - pilot and
that would be a mistake I asked,
“Why?” He replied, “Becau ¢ if we. do,
the fight will not end up at ‘I = border;
it will end up over Belgrade,” a.:id I with-
drew the suggestion.

That experience in itself ¢ v-s me ap-
prehension about the appa =::tly rela-
tively careless way we have :2-n handl-
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ing the B-52 bombing over northern
1208,

i yield to the able Senator from New
York. .

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to refer to
the Senator’s points, which he has right-
iy emphasized. One point is the money.
"*he second point is the Fulbright amend-
ment. The third point is what the
sienator from Missouri, who has served
us so well here, calls the long undeclared
and secret war.

1f the Senator would be kind enough to
refer to the letter which Senator KEN-
wEDY has put on every Senator’s desk,
ne will see the explanation of the admin-
istration reflected in Mr, Abshire’s letter
to Senator KENNEDY which reads as
follows:

However, as the President said in his

address to the Natlon on October 7, 1870,

the war in Indochina “cannot be cured by
ireating only one of its areas of outbreak.”
1T the North Vietnamese were to congquer all
of Laos they could divert thousands of their
forces now engaged in North Laos to the war
against South Vietnam, and greatly enhance
tneir position in those areas of Laos border-
ing South Vietnam from which they launch
nttacks on United States and allied forces.

My questions then, to the Senator
rrom Missouri are, one, does what he
has just described as our crowding the
hinese border represent, in his opinion,
4 risk in order to protect U.S. forces;
and, two, is there a separate war in
aorthern Laos which does not have a
~alation to the protection of our troops
in South Vietnam, and, if so, does the
Senator know of any valid support for
iiie contention that it is to protect our
forces in South Vietnam?

Mr. SYMINGTON. If I may answer
ihe last question first, I believe that,
without question, the war in northern
T.a0s is a separate war. Secondly, I do
not believe this war is essential to our
position in Vietnam. But the major
point is we have not been informed.

We were not informed about the B-52
raids up north. The defense of the ad-
ministration was and is that we did not
45k, Perhaps some would change their
ninds if they knew the facts; but the
core, the basic thrust, of the request for
this hearing today is: How can you have
any knowledgeable opinion if you do
110t know what is going on or the reasons
for, and the thinking behind, the policies
and programs in question?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
3enator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator will allow
me to complete my thought, I think
what troubles all of us is, assuming we
can get an explanation in executive ses-
sion, whether it is still one of those ques-
tions so momentous that it ought to be
submitted to the public domain for a
vote of the Congress, or at least to have
the facts known so that the American
ireople—and we here as their repre-
sentatives—have an opportunity to
answer “Yes” or “No”'?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I plan to make
~very effort to release as much of this
iniformation as possible.

Before yielding to the able chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, let me
summarize my feeling about this war. I
nave been raised to believe in the value

of human life. The great value of the life
of the least important GI is very imjor-
tant. The President—and I respect him
for it—has stated that no military vic-
tory in Vietnam is possible; that what we
are trying to do is get out. With that
premise, it is sad indeed to realize that
each and every day from the time we
decided no military victory was or is
attainable, nevertheless we continue
with policies which result in the killing
of so many of our own young people, and
thousands upon thousands of others—
miiitary and civilians. We are comforta-
ble around here. We say we are happy.
We are very prosperous-—at least we
think we are. At the same time, out
there, day after day, pe=ople, human
beings, are being slaughtered. One can-
not fail, based on our traditions and our
beiiefs, to ask why.

if it is right from the standpoint of
the future security and prosperity and
happiness of the United i3tates, then I
would be for it. But one day in 1966 I
was at a hospital in Nha-Trang whern the
helicopters started dropping in with the
wounded. I turned to my escort officer,
a ground hero in the Korean war, and
said, “Ed, to be right at all, we mus™ be
mighty sure this is right” He said, “I
could not agree with you more.” There
is nothing more heartrending to listen
to than the cries of the wounded. Now we
admit there is no military victory possi-
ble so let us get out as soon as possible, so
as to reduce these casualties. In any case,
and at the least, let us obtain all the
truth before we put up more money. The
money is the only way it cah continue,
right or wrong; and the most important
matter facing us today is the righ* of
the Senate to know just what is going
o before we fund this money.

I yield now to the able Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Missouri. He has made a very
temperate statement here. As he stated,
he cannot vouch for all these figures. If
they are not correct, he wants tc be
corrected. I have not seen the statement
before——

Mr. SYMINGTON. We finished it only
late last night.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I understand.

I cannot discuss, much less expiain,
those figures. and I have none available
to refute them, but let me say this to
Members of the Senate atout the money
we appropriated in the military pro-
curement bill. That is the bill for military
hardware, which includes the ABM and
which we discussed for 7 weeks this vear
and 6% weeks last year. In the biil we
provided $2.5 billicn for military aid to
Southeast Asia. That was explained to
the fullest extent, and we had am<nd-
ments concerning it. There was one
amendmens to put a cap on it. The Sena-
tor from Arkansas and I agreed on it. I
wanted a ceiling on it.

That money is what we call, in general
terms, military aid. It was transferred
over to the Armecd Services Comm:ttee
from the Foreign Relaticns Committee,
with the consent of the Foreign Relations
Committee, about July 1, 1966. It showed
uy for the first time, I think, in fiscal
1567.

Just look at the map. How car. you
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separate the war, and the military aid for
all these countries in the area where the
fighting was already going on and still is?
Since then, we have gone into Cambodia
and we have openly gone into Laos. We
have done all these things and we are
bombing everywhere. I think that is the
real reason why the money was
transferred.

Now, I did what I could, and other
Senators did too, to explain that item to
the Senate. And we appropriated $2.5
billion. Whether you remember it or not,
I think it was said then that “this money
goes in with the regular DOD money that
is in this bill.” It was not a separate ap-
propriation, so to speak. We had esti-
mates, but they were not separate
accounts.

The Department of Defense told us
frankly, “We are just not cerfain ex-
actly how much money was spent
through these funds in the various coun-
tries,” although they made an effort to
keep up with it. With bombers flying
everywhere, and soldiers coming and
going, and [deleted] and everything
going on, I can see the difficulty. I was
not patient with it at first, but I came to
understand it better.

We have figures, but, as the Senator
from Missouri said about these ex-
penditures, they still call them estimates.
1 am talking about the money now that is
appropriated through the Department of
Defense. The State Department may be
an advisor in this program. I am leaving
the CIA out of these remarks. They
frankly brought them to us as estimates
before our committee, we brought them
to the Senate floor as estimates, and
now, when they report back on the
money, they still call them estimates, for
the reasons I have given.

The figures here présented were
brought in good faith, I know absolutely,
by your representatives who went there.
They dug into a lot. But I would want to
look at these figures further. I think we
should. :

However, as far as this $2.5 billion is
concerned, as far as being able to trace
it down country by country, I do not
think it is possible to do so. It was the
spirit of the appropriation, when the
authorization was made, that this money
was going into the general accounts of
the Department of Defense. They were
paying their own way over there, and for
every conceivable thing for American
soldiers, and we were going to be using
the same kitty, so to speak, for this kind
of military aid. We were going to leave
off the regular military aid that would
come through the Foreign Relations
Committee.

Just to sum up, I think the Senator
raised the point I raentioned, too, which
is that while we. are doing this, is what
we' are doing in Laos an adjunct to the
war in Vietnam? I think it has been from
the beginning, and still is, and the Lord
only knows where we would be if we had
not done something up there in Laos.
What would have been the situation? The
North Vietnamese have had two or more
divisions in and out of there, back and
forth, all this fime. I do not know
whether they are there today or not, but
they have been going back and forth all
the time, and they had to be offset. We
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tied them up, and we did a lot more than

that. But I just do not believe you can

separate an arm or leg or anything else

from the body of the war over there that
we are in and want to get out of.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, will the

Or y e

Mr. STENNIS. Now” let me say just a

IA, and I will be

through. All the money I have been talk-

ing about does not involve the CIA at all.

The CIA has justified its budget to oyr
subcommittéé; %ﬁﬂ, EE always, the
ave come up with expenditures rigﬁ‘t
in line with what they were authorized
gxgresslx( to do. By ana large, that has

happened, and I believe it will happen
even as to this complicated situation in

Laos. They have come clean with the

fro es
.in Lags, We can go into that later. But
their money, I think, is largely in the
clear and totally separate.

Now, who is involved in the CIA? Well,
the President of the United States, the
National Security Council, and we are g
party to it, in putting up the money. 1

think we all know that if we are going {9
Eave a CIA, and we have 10 ave a CIA,
o otk

{ as a quiiing society

we cannhot run it as a_quilking society or
something like that, Ifi the ordinary way.
But Egelfr money Is 11l the clear, and Eﬁegr

fort. rlF‘l ness, I think is | LI
noticed that the Senator from Missouri
was very straightforward, I thought. I
noticed his terms.

I have tried to tell the Senate, on be-
half of the committee, what the situation
was. Of course, we will continue to try to
do that. I am very much interested in
this report, and intend to get into it as
time permits. -

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. President, be-
fore yielding to the able Senator from
Massachusetts, I would make several ob-
servations in response to the remarks of
my distinguished chairman.

Perhaps we made a mistake in placing
this military assistance in the legislation
which goes to the Armed Services Com-
mittee. We did not do so with respect to
Cambodia. There is no secret aspect
about ‘the military aid to Cambodia. I
would present to the Senate the fact
there are few people more interested in
getting the news than the news media
people of this country. A great many of
the questions asked, when we went to
Laos, were and are the result of stories
which came from televised reports and
newspapers in this country, spoken and
written by men and women willing to
risk their lives to first obtain and then
report the truth. When their stories were
published, many times they were in
trouble with the authorities out there.
Our staff went out and asked “Is this
true?” The people, being honorable
people and knowing in thelr hearts the
staff had the right to ask, replied, “Yes,
it is true.” A great deal of this new in-
formation was developed in this manner.

With respect to the map, and all coun-
tries involved in the map which the able
Senator referred to. I never thought
Vietnamization would work and said so
the day after it was announced as policy.

figures, and théy Hhave told us, and
think the F‘ore1% Relations Comm

The reason for this belief was and is
simple: If we could not achieve a victory
under the rules, regulations, and restric-
tions laid down with 800,000 of the best
of our fighting men—to reach 800,000,
I am counting the fleet and all the Amer-
icans in Thailand, the Philippines, Oki-
nawa, Guam, and Japan who were de-
voting all their time to Vietnam as well
as half a million in Vietnam—if we could
not achieve victory for Messrs. Thieu and
Ky with 800,000 of the best of all, how
are they going to achieve it by them-
selves? This is a somewhat oversimpli-
fled premise but was the basic reason
why I have always opposed the concept
of Vietnamization. That, until now, has
been my major eriticism: and I agree
with the President that we should get
out as soon as we can.

But today we are talking sbout two
different wars or perhaps better put,
another and secret war. I have gone
out there and talked with just about
everyone in authority. I have gone up
to Luang Prabang and Sam Thong. 1
have talked with Gen. Vang Pao. I have
talked with our Jolly Green Glant peo-
ple. T have gone to Savannakhet and
Pak Se, and listened to the reasons, the
justifications.

There are two wars. I defy anyone to
assert there are not. One war has to do
do with protecting our troops, the air
and now the ground war against the Ho
Chi Minh Trails. But if anyone tries to
Justify the bombing and napalming of
military and occasionally civilians up in
northern Laos as & way to protect Amer-
icans we say are leaving Vietnam, in my
judgment they are very wrong. I have
a right to my opinion as a Senator repre-
senting the people of Missouri. This is
what I have reported and will report
back to them.

In any case, the purpose of this ses-
sion is to again emphasize the importance
of getting out the facts, so we can get
enough truth to justify or not jusify
what is being done. I have never received
these facts as a member of either the
Foreign Relations Committee, the Armed
Services Committee, the CIA Subcom-
mittee, or the Appropriations Committee H
only have they come as a result of this
report, & report which once again shows
much was going on in northern Laos—
a different war—that we knew nothing
about.

I now yield to the able Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. I
think he has expressed very well the con-
cerns that I have in terms of the author-
ity of the administration to conduct the
other war—the one in northern Taos.
Not having been on either the Armed
Services Committee or the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, but being chairman of
the Refugee Subcommittee and interested
in the various programs that affect the
refugees in Laos, we had former Ambas-
sador Sullivan testify before the subcom-
mittee. In his oral testimony he made g,
comment about the creation of refugees,
the numbers of which increased in al-
most direct proportion to the escalation
of the bombing in Laos.

I read now from Ambassador Sullivan’s
formal testimony. He remarked:

Almost all of these original residents have

long since left the area and @ - today, for
all practical purposes, unpopul -t:-d except by
the North Vietnamese militar: I reces—

He is talking about the 1io Chi Minh
Trail.

Ambassador SULLIVAN (cont a1 ing). Thelr
engineering and logistics auxil aries, and the
porters whom they use in th - peration of
the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Theret. »¢ the area of
Lmos which is subjected to th n.ost intense
military acivity is not an ar: . shich is of
direct concern to use in exami :ir g the ques-
tion of refugees.

The refugees in Lacs are the :e whose lives
have been disrupted by the oth r var in Laos,
which has nothing to do with r 11 tary opera-
tlons in South Vietnam or C: mbodia. This
other war Is a war which repre .ei.ts the am-
bitions of the North Vietnam :s: to extend
their control over their peace! .1 Ta0 neigh-
bors.

Then his testlmony contini o= in elabo-
rating about the war.

At the end of his testim ny, I ques-
tioned Ambassador Sulliv: i -who, of
course, as Senator SYMINGTo! 1 as polnted
out, was the Ambassador to Lzos. I have
visited out there and so have n embers of
my staff on the Refugee St i« ommittee,
I questioned Ambassador S ill:van.

What is the President’s auth .r1 y for wag-
ing the war there if It has 1 .t .ing to do
with operations in Vietnam ar 4 Cambodia?

Mr. SULLIVAN. I think this m: :t:r has been
examined in other committees

Senator KENNEDY. I am sorrs

Mr. SULLIVAN. This question a:s been ex-
amined in other committees,

Having this comment of 3tibassador
Sullivan, I continued the g estioning, I
asked him to develop this hought. He
made the comment about te st fying be-
fore other committees, and t.1e.1 he said:

The attacks in northern Lac: we do not
consider to have to do with t ¢ operations
in South Vietnam and Camboc .i.

That is a direct quotatior from Am-
bassador Sullivan’s testimen: .

I took the opportunity on 3 ril 23 to
write to the President to in:uire about
the authority for what Amb: ss vdor Sul-
livan, as a spokesman for tl.e adminis-
tration, had commented on : s being the
other war. A copy of that re: pinse is on
the desk of each Senator.

As David Abshire, who is ~r e Assist-
ant Secretary of State for Cc nr ressional
Relations, and who is the sp. 4-sman on
this matter, points out: -

As the President said in hi
the Nation oh October 7. 197¢
Indoching “cannot be cured by
one of its areas of outbreak.”

»ddress to
t e war in
reting only

But here we have quite a ¢ ear con-
tradiction, in terms of the e: p:ession of
policy, between Ambassado  Sullivan,
who probably has been more .nvolved in
the entire Laotian situation t :a2:1 anyone
else within the administratic 1. and the
spokesman for the administ a ion, Mr.
Abshire.

When I asked Ambassador  llivan at
the hearing for a fuller com mn:nt with
respect to the authority for th- war in
northern Laos. he said he wc 1 | submit
it for the record. This has not :c:urred.

As a Senator who is in a rat "« r unique
position of being on the comt :ittee con-
cerned with CIA appropriatio :s and the
Foreign Relations Committee, ' ..m won-
dering what the other commii tess would
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he that would have had an opportunity
tn consider this authority—if it was not
the Armed Services Committee, the
woreign Relations Committee, or the
sommittee which is involved in the
rarious CIA activities? What is the au-
t.hority for this war in northern Laos, an
suthority the administration evidently
nelieves it has?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
;hank the able Senator from Massachu-
setts for presenting that testimony to the
=enate. and I know of no other Senate
~pmmittee with jurisdiction in this field
shan the ones mentioned.

Tastifying before you, Assistant Secre-
sary of State Sullivan made my case
about there being two wars better than
T have made it or could make it. I fully
agree with his conclusions.

The purpose of this meeting was to
oresent to the Senate the fact we are
not getsing enough information about
what the United States is doing in Laos.
wWhether what we are doing is right or
wrong, we should be able to form our
rsonelusion based on facts; otherwise we
are operating blindly when we put up
ihe money for these policies and pro-
srams in these foreign countries.

second. and a more direct answer to
the Senator from Massachusetts, is that,
regarding the written law as passed by
the Senate, based on this report, that
law, in my opinion, has been and is being
violated. This aspect is something in
which most certainly every Senator and
syery citizen should be interested.

The Senator from Alaska has asked me
informally whether the State and De-
fense Departments had a chance to re-
view this report. My answer is “No.” But
the report will be filed as part of this
proceeding, so the executive branch can
analyze it and agree or disagree.

My earnest hope is that we obtain a
maximum amount of it declassified so
nur people will be better informed about
just what is actually going on in South-
2ast Asia.

Inasmuch as I mentioned the name of
the able Senator from Alaska, I now yield
50 him and then will yield to the able
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. STEVENS. It is my understanding
that the unanimous consent request was
that all the proceedings here plus the
staff report would remain classified in
the offices of Foreign Relations Commit-
tee. That is the reason why I asked the
Senator whether the Department of State
and the Defense Department have access
to the staff report and these proceedings
without the consent of the Senate.

Mr. SYMINGTON. They will have
access.

In addition, as was the case in the last
closed session we had, we would ask——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They do not have
aceess without our permission.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If they desire to
examine it, we of course would want them
to do so.

In the last session, we had our record
declassified. I would hope, and at earliest
opportunity, we could have all these pro-
ceedings declassified.

Mr. STEVENS. I assume that the staff
report has been classified top secret by
the Senator’s committee.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correcl

Mr. STEVENS. Not by the executive
branch.

Obviously, we are going to have debate
on vour amendment in open session, but
I would be interested in having the State
Department and the Department of De-
fense have an opportunity to comment
and to have those comments in the For-
eign Relations Committee, so thaz we
could read the staff report and the com-
ments of the Department of State and
the Department of Defense.

Mr. SYMINGTCON. I am not certain
we can handle it exactly the wayr the
Senator from Alaska would wish. Bu: the
mere information we all can obtain. the
better. Let us hope, therefore, tha: all
reports and all information, the publiica-
tion of which would not be against our
natiogal security, will be released.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator allow
me to ask the chairman of the Fereign
Helations Committee this question: Is it
possible in some way to get the Depart-
ment of State and the Department of
Defense to comment upch the staff re-
port and the facts contained therein? I
am perfectly willing to recognize 1. for
what it is—a stafi report that presents
facts they have found. In effect, I should
like to have these people-——-o

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am chairmzn of
the subcommittee to which the report
was made; and with the approval cf the
chairman of the full committee ar the
committee would, of course, be glad to
Lave the executive branch examire the
report. We would hope also they would
comment on it, agree where they agree,
disagree where they disagree, in the
tradition of our democratic system

Mr. STEVENS. I would like to have
their comments on the report.

Mr. SYMINGTON. They wii be
available,

Mr. SCOTT. They have not yet seen it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They have nzt ye:
seen it, no.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senaror.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I rniow yield to the
abie Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I have had the oppor-
tunity to serve on the Senator’s suncom-
mittee and to read the various reports,
and I would like to say that I hav= read
{.kis report in full.

I think that the two men who went out
vhere, Mr. Lowenstein and Mr. Moose,
made a very fair report. That is evident
. the instances in which they give full
credit to the efforts of the CIA and the
ambassy to be careful about getting too
~lose to China, and so forth. It shows
Jheir fairness.

1 wish to raise another point which
came to my mind when the Senator from
Mississippi was speaking. I do not think
this question has been raised betore. I
think it is @ very important guestion.

I recall 2 years ago, on August 12, 1969,
when the Senator from: Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT) got up and asked that funds
should be made available for military aid
no Southeast Asia but litnited to $2.5 bil-
lion, and the Senator from Miss:issippi
assented to that. It was correct that 1
vear before that, and I have it in t.1e rec-
aord here, Secretary McNamara ha« com.e
nefore the Comiittee on Foreign Rela.-
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tions and asked that the authority to au-
thorize military &id for Laos and Thai-
land be transferrad from the Committee
on. Foreign Relations to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

Ttiis is what he said on August 12, 1969,
on page 9776 of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD:

We are prepared 7o provide Laos and Thai-
land the equipment and supplies they re-
quire to combat the armed Communist forces
which threaten their freedom. Therefore, the
transfer itself implies neither escalation of
coniflict nor change in type or level of assist-
ance; it merely reflects the most effective
manner to handle the problem.

He did not tell what that manner or
level or nature ¢f the operation was at
that point.

Now I hate to be referring to myself,
but I got the idea that perhaps we did
have forces operating in Laos and I of-
fered an amendment, which was the
predecessor of all of these other amend-
ments limiting th.e authority of the Pres-
ident, to prohibis the use of any Amer-
ican military forces in Laos in support
of Laos and Laotian forces. It was chal-
lenged. "The Senator from Mississippi
thought it deserved further study. After
a while, I did agree to put it off until later.
But in that detate, the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SymINGTON) said he knew
we had forces operating in Laos. The
Senator from Texas (Mr. Tower® said
that he thought we had forces operating
in Laos. The Serator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLDWATER) said he had said so in the
campaign in 1964, that he knew we had
forces operating cut there, but no one
paid any attention to him. So we knew
then

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator used
my name. Could I ask, with respect, what
is the point he is driving at?

Mr. COOPER. 1 am getting to it. We
had hearings in the Committée on For-
eign Relations a year ago in which Mr.
Sullivan and othars came before the com.
mittee, and they detailed the kind of mili-
tary operations—-the bombing, not. by the
B-52's, but the bombing in the north to
support our forces.

The point I am getting at is that I first
think there must inave been some trans-
fer of funds to ‘““ap” the amount that has
been used in Laos; but the question is,
have these people got the right to oper-
ate out there wirh U.S. forces in support
of a Laotian Government without the
consent of Congress? They have been
doing that at least since 1964, and maybe
before that. We have never acted upon it.

Now of course the President says—and
there may be some measure of right in
it—that considering the necessity to pro-
tect, our forces, we have to take this all
into consideration.

The point is, we have had an opera-
tion there to support the Government of
Souvanna Phouma for at least 6 or 7
years without any known authority of
Congress. I think that is a very delicate
question we will have to talk about some
time.

Another question that goes even fur-
ther is, has the CIA—a secret group—
the authority to get into a private war,
a secret -war, and gradually to lead us
perhaps into a larger war?

I raise these ctuestions because I think
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they are serious: I do not know how we
can deal with them unless we discuss
them again in another secret session.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the record the
debate of August 12, 1969, which is
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
pages 8. 9774 through 9783.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the record,
as follows:

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—Sehate,

Aug. 12, 1969]

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FiscaL YEarR 1970 FOR MILITARY PROCURE~-
MENT, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION COF MISSILE TEST
FACILITIES AT KWAJALEIN MISSILE RANGE,
AND RESERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH

The Senate resumed the consideration of
the bill (8. 25648) to authorize appropri-
atlons during the fiscal year 1870 for pro-
curement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels,
and tracked combat vehicles and to author-
lze the construction of test facilities at
Kwajalein Missile Range, and to prescribe
the authorized personnel strength of the
Selected Reserve of each reserve component
of the Armed Forces and for other purposes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, amendment
No. 129 does two things.

First, 1t makes clear that no more than $3
billion of the funds appropriated for use of
the Armed Forces of the United States may
be used to support the forces of Vietnam and
other free world forces in Vietnam, or local
foreces in Laos and Thailand.

Second, this amendment requires that the
decisions as to the expenditures of these
funds are to be the responsibility of the
President rather than the responsibility of
the Secretary of Defense.

My purpose in proposing this amendment
is to tighten up the provisions of this
authorization bill.

As 1t now stands, the Congress would be
atuhorizing the Secretary of Defense “on
such terms and condltions as he may deter-
mine” to spend, without any limitation what-
so ever, an amount that could be as high
as 380 billlon to pay the expenses of armed
forces other than those of the United States.

This, I know, is preposterous. The Secre-
tary of Defense would do no such thing. But
that is precisely what the language of title
IV authorizes as I read 1t.

There must be some limit on the amount
we are expected to take from the use of our
Armed Forces and give to other free world
forces.

I guess I do not know what that limit is.

My amendment specifies that not more
than $3 billion may be spent on foreign
armed forces. That is more than we spend for
economlic foreign aid and for many domestic
programs. It is but 10 percent of the some
$30 billion which the Vietnam war costs the
United States annually.

I know it will be said that there must be
a broad celegation of discretion in the ex-
penditure of these funds because we hope
that South Vietnam forces will take over
more and more of the burden. But I suggest
that the Senate 1s entitled at least to have
an estimate of how much next year is to be
used to pay for the forces of allies fighting
with us in Vietham.

If the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee 1s not agreeable to the lmiting
figure of 83 billion for this purpose, I would
be interested in recelving some other
estimate.

It does not make much sense to me to hold
elaborate hearings on the Defense Depart-
ment budget, to receive detailed estimates
on the costs of various weapons systems, and
then to adopt language in this bill which
says in effect that notwithstanding any
other law authorizing funds for the Armed
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Forces of the United States, the Secretary
of Defense can spend whatever he desires to
support other free world forces in Vietnam
and local forces in Laos.

The Congress must be cautious of such
wide open delegations of authority.

I hope the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Forces will accept this amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President and members
of the committee, I call special attention to
the situation with respect to title 4. It may
be that a rollcall vote will not be required
on the matter.

I will first make a brief explanation of
title 4 of the bill. It covers what was once
called foreign military aid or foreign ald
for military. But this section Is limited to
the South Vietnamese and other free world
forces in Vietnam, local forces in Laos and
Thailand, and for related costs during the
flscal year 1970 on such terms and condi-
tions as the Secretarv of Defense may
determine.

Mr. President, that is the identical lan-
guage that was used for last year in the
authorization bill as brought forward with-
out any change and also for the year 1968.

I am going to propose an amendment as a
substitute to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from: Arkanas. The funds now in the
bill for this purpose amount to only $147
million. That ig in hardware. The euthor-
ization is merely for the Appropriations
Committee, concerning such other amounts
as they may appropriate and for whatever
purposes they may appropriate. The Appro-
priations Committee now has authority to
appropriate iterrs except military hardware
for our Army or Navy, but they do not have
authority to appropriate even O. & M.
funds— operatton and maintenance funds—
for the Army of South Vietnam. So this
would be a general authorizatton.

When this matter came before us, my
best recollection is that in looking at it, the
Chief of Staff said that this is identical to
the matter of last year, and that was cor-
rect. We did not get to the figures then,
however, and they gave me the figures later,
and showed how it was spent last year for
this purpose—$2.5 billion. For this year, it
is estimated to be $2.26 billion for this
purpose.

On that point, I did not notice the open
end clause in here, which is the three or four
words on pages 12 and 15- “‘under this or any
other aet.” That gives it an open end, un-
limited authorization. I have not favored
that since we bullt the Air Force Academy. I
do not like us to make open end authoriza-
tlons unless it is absolutely necessary. That
is my record on it.

But I failed to point that out to the com-
mittee; I am sure I did. That is why I want
to offer this substitute amendment now.
Instead of saying ‘not to exceed 83 billion,”
I think we should put it at $2.5 bllMon; and
if more money is needed. they can get the
authorization for it.

S0 I do not think we should try to step on
the President of the United States by requir-
ing him to issue a certificate.

My amendment, which reads as follows,
is offered as a substitute:

“On page 5, line 11, strike out the quota-
tlon marks and the word ‘Funds’ and insert
in lieu thereof the following: ‘Not to exceed
$2,500,000,000 of the funds'”

“On page 5, line 17, insert for the word

‘conditions’ the phrase ‘under Presidential ~

regulations'.”

That will put it forth in the register, The
President is responsibie for what it does,
anyway. I think that will take care of the
situation.

So I offer that as a substitute, and I thank
the Senator from Arkansas very much for
calling attention to that matter. This lan-
guage, if it is going to refer to the other
authorization bills, should have a limit on
it, and it is limited. Let me repeat for clarity,
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that it 1s limited to the forc - n Vietnam,
other free world forces in Vie a :m, and the
local forces in Laos and The 1 .d.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Presic :r, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Inasmuch ¢ : does deal
particularly with the local for: 'z ‘1 Laos and

Thalland, two countries in v 1:°h, at least
technically and legally, we & - a0t at war,
does the Senator not think it v » id be better
that this responsibility be give . o the Presi-
dent? We are now discussing b '« re our com-<
mittee & matter involving Tt .L:und, and it
seems to me that this is & matt - f such con-
sequence that it should be s uarely the
President’s responsibility to m .k : a decision
on a matter of this kind, as J stinguished
from the ongoing war ‘n Vie »:m. That is
the part of it that struck me- % st 1t should
be a presidential responsibilit n the law.

Mr. STENNIS. I think it sho: :¢ be a presi-
dential responsibility. He {s res - :sible for it,
anyway. Certalnly, we can trus im to make
the regulations about this ma -e-, and then
the Secretary of Defense, actl: . .nder those
regulations and our law and e trictions, I
believe——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Customarily 1 say to the
Senstor, under the foreign aid ! which my
commitiee has handled, the fu .« 5 are made
available to the President.

Mr. BTENNIS. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That has be: . raditional,
since the beginning. Actually, t :i. is an item
which has been in the forelg id bill, in
foreign assistance, in the past. :r fact, some
Members presently are conside :r 3 taking it
back into that bill.

Therefore, I would suggest— d » not know
that 1t is all that important— n .t it would

still be more appropriate for &4 - responsi-
bility to be given to the Presid a
Mr. SYMINGTON., Mr. Presid n , will the

Senator yleld?

Mr. StENNIS. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, Preside. - there is a
$500 million difference here. As | nderstand
the position of the distingu! h.d Senator
from Mississippi, he agrees with: 7} ¢ principle
of what is desired by the distir 1 ished Sen-
ator from Arkansas. We are . a fight in
Vietnam, and we are and have b@en taking
military action in L:aos and Tt . and,

I would hope that the able ch ir man of the
Committee on Foreign Relations v :uld accept
the proposals presented by the :iairman of
the Committee on Armed Serv e..

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I intended to ic that when
I rose. I certainly accept the a 1e adment of
the Senator from Mississipp & to the
amounts. His explanation of : is under-
standable.

I say to the Senator from Mis: 4 ri that the
prosecution of the war, of courst 1: a military
matter. But this involves far xre than a
military matter, as we found t ‘i morning;
and it is the very matter int wshich the
Senator from Missourt is looking ! think it 1s
primarily & political matter as - - :ow far we
go In a commitment to supp 1 the local
forces in Laos and Thalland In -a iicular, as
distinguished from Vietnam.

Mr. SymINGTON. I know of t e tegislative
background incident to the m: tr we were
discussing this morning, and asc -t «ined that
the Secretary of Defense hellevi . he matter
we discussed this morning, if : 1; lemented,
would necessitate the approval . Congress.

Agaln, It is my hope that the :lalrman of
the Committee on Foreign Re! ‘¢ ms would
take the language suggested by 1 ¢ chalrman
of the Committee on Armed S¢ v ces.

Mr.'FuLBrIGHT. I am willing * - .ccept the
Senator from Mississippi’s prop se1 amend-
ment in place of mine and wou i, of course,
support it. I merely brcught kit to his
attentlon, in that I thought the "¢ might be
a distinction between the signifi a ice of the
local forces in Laos. But if the ¢ »rator from
Mississippi feels that strongly a! » ¢ it, I am

Approved For Release 2002/08/01 : CIA-RDP73B00296R000300080080-3



S12944

perfectly willing to accept his amendment as
a substitute for mine.

Mr. STENNIS, It is my intention to have the
presidential responsibility at ithe very peak,
but I think he should be permitted to make
the regulations, and then the Secretary can
act on them.

Mr. FuusriGHT Mr. President, a parlla-
mentary ingquiry.

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will
state 1t.

sr. FULBRIGHT. Is it proper for me to accept
the substitute or withdraw my amendment?

Mr. President, I modify my amendment as
proposed by the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. CoopER. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor yield ?

Mr. STENNIS. I do not understand.

‘vhe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from
Arkansas has modified his amendment.

Mr. FULBrIGHT. I modify my amendment
in accordance with the suggested words of
the Senator from Mississippl. It is his pro-
wosal, and that disposes of 1t.

1he PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment is
s modified.

Mr. SrENNIS. I want to discuss it a little
further, but I yield to the Senator from
Kentucky.

T'ne PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SponG in the
-nair). Will the Senator send the amend-
ment, as modified, to the desk.

‘Mr. STENNIs. Mr. President, I yield to the
Hanator trom Kentucky.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will the
senator vield to me first briefly?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. FouusriGHT. Did the Senator suggest
o strike “any other act” and only confine it
iy £his act?

Mr. StEnNNIS. No, that was done in marking
i ap.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, The Senator does not wish
o strike out “any other act.”

Mr. SteNwNis. No, that is part of it. The
sweiling is on it now.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Very well.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator from
Kentucky.

‘Mr. CoOPER. Mr. President, I did not wish
iy intervene until the Senator from Arkansas
and the Senator from Mississippt had agreed
1upon the questions which the Senator from
Arkansas had ralsed. Now, I wish to raise
another question on this section. I hope I
ay have the attention of the Senate for
just a few minutes.

When I first read title IV on page 5 of the
hill, the thought came to me that it could
be considered a commitment as deflned In
the national commitments resolution which
was adopted almost unanimously by the
Senate. T may attach too much importance
o language, but I want to give the reasons
for my thinking in this direction.

In Vietnam we are furnishing supplies and
agquipment to the South Vietnamese and to
ather free forces who are assisting the South
Jietnamese. We are also using our troops in
support of the South Vietnamese.

The same situation may prevail in Laos
and Thailand. as far as I know. We have
authorized the supply of equipment and
materlel to Laos and Thaifland. Until a few
years ago such supplies were authorized
inder the military assistance section of the
roreign aid bill: in 1967 the authority was
wransferred to the military authorization bill.

My question goes to the meaning of the
word “support.” Is it intended in this sec-
ilon that support of free forces in Laos and
‘Thailand is Himited to equipment, materiel,
and supblies, or is it intended that word
“suvport” shall include the use of our own
Armed Forces in support of the local forces
af Thalland and Laos.

Mr. STENNIs, No.

Mr. Cooper. If use of our forces is intended,
article TV of the bill could be construed as a
commitment of our Armed Forces.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Senator
aresents a very good question but I do not

hesitate for one moment In answering ft
does not include troop personnel of that
kind.

As 3 matter of fact, I shall have printed
in the RECORD within just a fow minutes an
itemization of these very items for fiscal year
1968, fiscal year 1969, and ilscal year 1370,
prospectively. We are cealing here with 32,~
226,400 for fiscal year 1970 which inclv des
no military cohstruction at this time, but
procurement for the Army, Navy, shipbuiid-
ing conversion, aircraff, procurement, missile
procurement, and other procurement, and
the cperation and maintenancs for the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and Alr Force. So it is
strictly military matters, and military mat-
ters alone.

Mr. CooPER. Mr. President, I accept of
course, as all of us do, the statement and
{ntention of the Senator frcm Mississippl,
about his understanding of the matter. But
it iz important that we know the intention
of the language which speaks of itself. I
wotild ask if the Senator from Arkansas and
the Senator from Mississippi would be wiliing
to modify paragraph (2) which now raads
“(2) local forces in Laos and Thalland; " so
as to insert before “local” the words: “to oro-
vide equipment, material supplies, and maiin-
tenance thereof to”. The additional language
would remove any question of the in-en-
tion-—I do not know this is so intende:i; I
hope it is not intended to use any of tnese
funds for our forces to support the local
forzes of Laos and Thalland.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, wiil the Senator
yielc?

Mr. COOPER. I base my suggested lang :age
in part on a statement made by former Sec-
retary of Defense McMamara when he azked
that funds to assist Laos and Thailand ocal
forces be taken out of the foreign ald bill
and placed in the defense bill. He supp<crted
hig request in a letter to Senator RUSSELL,
chairman of the Armed Forces Commitiee.

“We are prepared to provice Laos and T hai-
lard the equipment and supplies they re-
quire torcombat the armed Communist forces
which threaten their freedom. Therefore. the
transfer itself lmplies neither escalation of
conilict nor change in type or level of assist-
anne: it merely reflects the most effeztive
manner to handle the problem.” ]

My amendment would Hmit the use of any
of the funds, as far as Laos and Thalland are
concerned, to equipment, material, and
supplies.

Mr. STeEnwIs. The Senator might supply
his language on that point. With respe:t to
equpment and supplies there, we already
have a list in the Recorp of whai I8
represented.

Perhaps the language would provide this
weculd not include any troops or U.S. forces.
Maybe that would cover 1t.

‘ir. COOPER. “Other than U.S. forces.”

Vir. MILLER. Mr. President, will the Senator
yieid?

Mr STENNIS. I vield.

Mr. MILLER. Mr, President, I would like to
make a comment. Perhaps the Senator from
M:ssissippi  and the Senalor from Ken-
tucky might indicate whether or not this
is within the scope of the Senator’s proposed
language. My understanding is that rain-
tenance can be involved as well as the a~tual
supplies and material.

Nr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. MiLLER. If we are going to have raln-
tenance, this could indicate contract riain-
tenance, or it could indicate modifications
of equipment. 5o I certainly think meinte-
nance should be in this language If we are
gcing to use specific language.

Mre. STENNIS. The word “maintenance” is
in the bill of particulars that I am goizg to
heave printed in the ReEcord. It does in:lude
many things ln addition tc military hard-
wure. It really has no place in this bill, scrict-
1y speaking, excent $147 million. As a matter
of convenience we put it in 2 or 3 year: ago.
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I yield to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I am certain
1 know what the Serator from Kentucky is
getting at. I find myself in favor of that but
I have a question as to whether or not his
exclusion would be so complete that we could
not, for example, install radars in Laos or
Thailand, or electronic detection equipment,
or electronic relay equipment that would re-
quire, at least for a time, personnel from the
United States. These people might not be in
uniform. They migh% be South Vietnamese.
would the idea of the Senator from Ken-
tucky go that far?

Mr. Cooper. Mr. Fresident, I shall try to
make myself clear. I do draw a distinction
between operations, on the one hand, in Viet-
nam and in Laos and Thailand, on the other.

Whatever may be one’s views on Vietnam,
we are assisting Vietr.am in at least two ways;
one by the supply of equipment and materiel;
and the other, and of greatest importance, by
the use of our Armad Forces in support of
Armed Forces of Vietham and other free
forces. I have never voted against funds for
these purposes.

It has been said by former President John-
son that we have rmade a commitment for
the use of our Armed Forces by the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution. It has been debated and
debated. In any case, we are in Vietnam,
and we are at war I do not know what is
occurring in Laos ¢r Thailand but I know
it has not been declared either by the Ex-
ecutive or the Congress that we have a com-
mitment in Laos and Tailand against the
Pathet Lao, or any insurgents in Tailand,
or Laos. The United States is at least not at
war in Laos or Thsailand. My purpose is to
be sure that we do not provide funds for the
use of our Armed Torces in support of the
local forces of Laos and Thailand and thus
run the risk of becoming engaged in war
without joint authority of the Executive and
Congress.

On June 25, the Senate passed a resolu-
tlon which had been introduced by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas, which was later modified
and passed almost unanimously by the Sen-
ate, It states:

“Resolved, That (1) a national commit-
ment for the purpose of this resolution
means the use of the Armed Forces of the
United States on foreign territory, cr a prom-
ise to assist a foreign country, govern-
ment, or people bv the use of the Armed
Forces or financial resources of the United
States, either immediately or upon the hap-
pening of certain events, and (2) it is the
sense of the Senate that a national com-
mitment by the Uaited States results only
from affirmative action taken by the execu-
tive and legislative hranches of the United
States Government hy means of a treaty.
statute, or concurrent resolution of both
Houses of Congress specifically providing
for such commitment.”

Mr. President, this bill when enacted will
become a statute, It will represent the ac-
tion of both Houses of Congress. It leaves
no doubt-that we dre ready to provide finan-
cial resources of the United States to local
forces in Laos and Thailand, but if we do
not make certain by proper language that
it does not provide funds for our Armed
Forces to engage in fighting in support of
the local forces of Laos and Tailand, it would
be interperted that this statute does provide
such funds for such use of our Armed Forces.
This may be said to strain language, but if
it is strained, we become involved in Viet-
nam by strained action, by the strained
premises by the evolution of events which.
I am sure, no one in the early years intended
or thought would bring us into that war.

I want to provide language in this section,
that will insure that use of the funds in-
volves only the financial resources of the
United States. Thst means our money, our
equipment, our materiel, our suppliés and
operations related thereto. It would pro-
hibit the use of Arrned Forces in support and
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combat support, of local forces fighting in
Laos and Thailand.

Mr. SymiNeToN. Mr, President, perhaps
we are missing a danger invoived in all of
this; namaely, if we lend or sell equipment
to the "present Vietnam Goveérnment, it is

very possible that in the not too distant
future, the North Vietnamese and the Viet-
cong could well be using that equipment
against some of the countries which today
are on our side; specifically, Laos and
Thailand.

That, I think, is a great danger, as evi-
denced by the fact that in the hearings con-
ducted in the Forelgn Relations Committee
last year, relative to the sale of arms to other
countries, .we found there were some 6,000
American tanks which, in effect, were for
sale if it could be arranged on the right
basis to countries in other parts of the world
where ithe tanks were not consldered
obsolescent.

With complete respect for the remarks of
the distingulshed Senator from Kentucky,
there is no real secret about the fact that we
have and are conducting milltary operations
in Laos; also that we are conducting mili-
tary operations from Thailand. I belleve that
it is important to recognize tonight if Ameri-
cans are in danger in Thailand or if Ameri-
cans are in danger in Laos, because of actions
taken over recent years, it is as important for
use to work to defend them in those coun-
tries as to defend them In South Vietnam.

This morning, in a hearing conducted in
the Foreign Relations Committee with re-
spect to certain activitles, the witness, not
of high rank, testified that before anything
occurred under the contingent agreement in
guestion, the matter should be taken up with
the Congress.

That, to me, made considerable impression,
because at least up to this administration,
many things took place in Laos and Thailand
which were not taken up with the Congress.
So I checked the legislative history of the
present Secretary of Defense when he was
a Member of the other body, and found that
he was forceful in stating such matters
should be taken up with the Congress.

I also found to my satisfaction that the
reason this witness stated it should be taken
up with the Congress was probably because
the Secretary of Defense believed it should be
taken up with the Congress. I believe, there-
fore, that we are in a new era when it comes
to the ‘method and the nature of risking
troops and utilizing equipment, in foreign
countries. I would give full and great credit
to the efforts which have been made by the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee so as to clarify this matter in these
hearings.

But, for these reasons and because of the
position takeh by the current management of
the Defense Department, I would hope that
we would see fit to pass title IV as it is now
in the bill,

Mr. President, I regret imvlications—not
made here on the floor of the Senate—which
would imply that we have no military opera-
tlons in Laos, We know we are having them
there; and we know we have bullt six major
bases in Thalland.

I belleve that title 4 is all right, I thing
this discussion has been constructive from
the standooint of the future.

Mr. STENNIS. As It 1§, by adoption of the
amendment of the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is right; the amend-
ment of the able Sensator from Arkansas, as
modified by the amendment of the distin-
guished chairman of the Armed Services
Committee. We will have both committees
working together, and this part of the bill
will be settled.

Mr. STeNNIS. Mr. Presldent, the Senator
from Texas had asked me for recognition. I
vield to him,

Myr. TowEr. Mr. President, I would lke to
associate my self with the remarks of the

distinguished Senator from Missouri. I think
the thrust of the amendment of the Senator
from Kentucky would be to deny involve-
ment of American personnel. It should be
roundly defeated. To begin with, what we are
talking about when we talk about Thailand
and Laos forces is paramilitary forces, regard-
ing counter-insurgency work. We are trying
to give them the sophisticated equipment
to do anything, for example, airlift and radar.
If we cannot train them to use the equip-
ment, it is pretty useless to give it to them.

I might say that our bases in Thailand are
defended by Thai troops. It is proposed that
they get no personnel support from the troops
in Thailand? Are we going to get no support
for the air bases that are supposed to be
defended?

The thrust of the amendment of the
Senator from Kentucky would be to necessi-
tate using American personnel for work that
they would not have to do if we were to allow
some support of Thai troops or paramilitary
troops.

Mr. CooPER. Mr. President, I would like to
hear from the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the Senator
will excuse me just a minute, the Senator
from Arkansas and the Senator from Indi-
ana asked me to vield to them. I believe
the Senator from Arkansas asked me first.
I yleld to him.

Mr. FuLBRIGHT. Mr. President. as I sald a
moment ago on this particular amendment,
it seems to me that, with the amendment of
the Senator from Mississippi, it would be
satisfactory. I think the matter raised by
the Senator from Kentuckv, however, is a
very significant one, and I do not want, in
any offhand way. to make what might be
called & natlonal commitment with regard
to Thalland.

In my next amendment as printed, No. 111,
which deals with the cquestion of the Secre-
tary of Defense making available reports
prepared by outside organizations. I have in
mind ‘such things as “think tanks,” and so
on. That amendment is before the Senate.

I have also prepared another section which
I want to discuss as a modification to my
amendment, which provides that—

“The Secretary of Defense shall also pro-
vide to the Committees on Armed Services
of the Senate and the House of Represen-
tatives a copy of all bllateral contingency
plans, signed by a representative of the De-
partment of Defense and an officilal of a
government of a foreign country, involving
use of United States forces for the joint
defense of that country.”

Tt deals, in effect, with the point the Sena-
tor from Kentucky has raised.

The point of the Senator from Kentucky is
a very important one. I do not wish, through
inadvertence, to see another Gulf of Tonkin
resolution go through here without knowing
1t. T am inclined to believe that, with the ex-
planation and interpretaticn given by the
Senator from Mississippi and the Senator
from Missourt, it would be certainly an out-
rageous way to interpret it if 1t were done
that way.

I wonder if the Senator from Kentucky
could not offer this amendment at a later
date as his own amendment on this preclse
subject. I do not know whether the next
amendment would cover it.

I think the Senator has a valid point, but
I do not think it is necessary, with what has
been sald with regard to this amendment.

Mr. StENNIS. Mr. President, if I may say
this, I think the Senator from Kentucky has
made a contribution here. I have enjoyed
getting his thought. This is purely a money
bill. This 1s purely a special sectlon here for
foreign military aid. It has 2 years of use as
a precedent. Except to put a ceiling on it, I
belleve we ought to proceed in that way.

Mr. FuLBrIGHT. The Senator belleves it
would be an outrageous distortion to in-

“terpret 1t as authority for use of our military
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forces, apart from what they ¢ e presently
doing?

Mr. StenNIs. I do not see hot
interpreted that way. It woul:
monstrosity.

I yleld to the Senator from Lo :I: iana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ic not think
there is any question fhat the & :cunt is for
milttary hardware and uses of ti at kind, and
does not involve soldierg at all. lu- I rose to
ask the Senator this question: I ¢ ~armarked
$2.5 billion. During the hearin s that were
held 2 weeks ago. the flgure wa §2.2 billion
instead of $2.5 billion.

Mr. StENNIS. That 1s correct.

Mr. ELrLENDER. Would the Se: aior modify
his amendment to include that :gare?

Mr. STENNIS. No. I think the = should be
some latitude. The $2.2 billion, * 'h ch I men-
tioned during the debate, wa rrived at
when the budget was written ' We have
already had a somewhat augme: =€ program
to aid the Vietnamese to build 1 » “helr mili-
tary forees.

- I think that $2.5 billlon figure
one.

Mr. ELLENDER. The reason wh: I raised the
question is that we used the 1 gure of 82.5

1 could be
e & real

it & realistic

billion during all the hearing --e had as
being the amount of foreign aj: o be used
for military hardware.

Mr. STENNIS, It will not hurt 41 to have

this excess. I suggest that in tl.e supple-
mental bills the extra amount (- ~aoney will
be used. It is better to have it d 'n- that way
than to have the department dr: w -he money
from somewhere else and then :.me before
the Congress with a big deflcii . think we
ought to accept the figure of 82 " "illion.

Mr. CoOPER, Mr, President, it :3 late and I
do not want to detain the Sent ‘e As I have
sald, I may be straining the pc a . but I do
not think so.

This is an important matter. ™ : years we
have been talking about Vietn: m and cries
of angulsh have gone up becau. » ve did not
look ahead and consider the « 'ut that the
steps that were being taken co :lic lead to—
our involvement in war. This ' :1 before us
will become 3 statute—could be a::other step
involving the United States ::tch as the
course of events led to our in o vement in
Vietnam.

I would agree that it would b & monstros-
1ty if the President of the Uniltec S ates, upon
the language of this section sh 'u d consider
the language of this bill as aut ity to en-
ter the war in Laos or Thailanc I' would be
a monstrosity, and I have full ‘o :fidence in
President Nixon, and that he " ¢ !d not do
so, but that does not relleve 5 >f our re-
sponsibility.

It is admitted here by the ch: ir nan of the
committee that these funds ::a!l be used
only for what has been iermec r.ilitary as-
sistance.

Is that correct?

Mr. FUuLBRIGHT. That is correct

Mr, CooPER. And, as I underst
shall not be used for our armed
port of fighting, or assisting fi ‘0 ing of the
local forces of Laos and Thallar ¢, sther than
for supplies. Therefore, I will pr o« :se another
amendment. “Military assistan =, T believe,
is & phrase of art. Is it not?

Mr. STENNIS. Well, the Senate
more about that than I would.

Mr. FuLBrIGHT. For years it w:s n the for-
eign ald legislation. I assume i 1 still con-
sidered ag such.

Mr. CooPrER. In the testimony »f the Secre-
tary of Defense before both the A med Serv-
ices Committee and the Fore .r Relations
Committee in 1967, he spoke o. t .e transfer
of military assistance from th: oreign aid
bill to the defense bill. He call 1 :t military
assistance.

Mr. FuLBRIGHT. That is right.

Mr. Coorer. That Is what t had been
termed when it was considerec t - the For-
eign Relations Committee.

.a 't that they
J10es in sup-

vould know
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1 propose: On line 15 before “local” insert
the words “military assistance’” so as to read
“Military assistance to local forces in Laos
and ‘Thailand.” If these two items, Vietnam,
T.aos, and Thailand, were separated and dis-
tinguished there would be no problem of a
misunderstanding.

However, the same words are employed for
the use of funds in Vietnam as for Laos and
‘Thailand, and there could be a mistake about
their meaning. I would urge that before *lo-
«al” there be inserted the words "“Military as-
sistance.”

Mr. FrreriGHT. I would think that would
be all right.

Mr. STENNIS. We are talking about money.
We are talking about funds. The first sen-
tence reads “Not to exceed $2.5 billion of the
funds authorized for appropriation for the
use of the Armed Forces,” and so forth. We
are talking about money, and that is all.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. And it would not fit in there
before the Senator's words “local forces,”
it seems to me.

Mr. CoorER. I thought my suggestion would
nelp. I will offer the amendment. I first pro-
posed. Is it in order for me to offer an
amendment?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Will the Senator read it?

ESTIMATED AMOUNTS INCLUDED

IN MILITARY FUNCTIONS

The PREsSIDING OFFICER. The Chai- rules
“hat it 1s not in order for the Senatcr frora
Hentucky to offer an amendment i this
point, except by unanimous consent.

Mr. CoorEr. Mr. President, a parlian ~ntary
mguiry.

‘'he PRESINING OFFICER. The Senat:.r will
state it.

Mr. CoorEn. After the pending ame: iment
s voted upon, as it has been modified would
an amendment to the modifled amer.drment
then be in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Will the Senator
‘rom. Kentucky send his proposed :c:mend-
T:ent to the desk?

The Cha.r would say, in answer to he in-
uiry of tae Senator from Kentuck;: that
after the pending amendment, as modified,
.3 voted upon. it would be in order tiat his
unendment be considered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thiik the
amendment has been fully explained I ask
“nanimous consent that tae table of funds
tc which reference has been made, tie last
item being 32.2 billion, be printed in the
HECORD &t this point.

There being no objecticn. the takle was

ordered to he printed in the REecoun, as

Zcllows:

BUDGET FOR SUPPORT OF FREE WORLD M'LITARY

ASSISTANCE FORCES IN VIETNAM, LAOS, AND THAILAND AND RELATED COSTS, FISCAL YEAR 1370 BUDGET

INCLUDING THE AID/DOD REALINEMENT

Marine Corps.

Air Foree_ _.________________l Il

Intal, military personnel ... _________ .. ___________

Operation and maintenance:

Air Force_ ___

PAMN---Navy aircraft and missiles
Marine Corps
Air Force:

Airgraft procurement. . .

Missile procurement_.

Stherprocurement_ ... ... ________ N

“ofal, procurement._.__._____________ ..

Military construction:
Army_. .
Navy__
Air Force_.__._____

Tatal, mditary construction._______._____________

Grang total

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Preisident, I belleve that
for the information of Senators, the clerk
should read the amendment of the Senator
rom Arkansas, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state
the amendment of the Senator from Ar-
kansas, as modified.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

“On page 5, line 11, strike out the quota-
tion marks and the word ‘Punds’ and insert
in lieu thereof the following: ‘Not to exceed
$2,500,000,000 of the funds’.

“On page 5, line 17, strike out the words
‘the Secretary of Defense' and insert in lieu
thereof the words ‘the President’.

“On page 5, line 17, insert after the word
‘conditions’ the phrase ‘under the Presidential
regulations’.”

‘he PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Senator
from Arkansas, as modifled.

[In miliions of doltars]

fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year

{368 {39 {80

. 18,0 114.2 116.3
= 8 6 1

: 15.0 4.8 14.2
Lo 2 2 2
____________ 136.0 129.8 130.8
. 605. 8 708.0 632.8

53 75 53.7

61 10.7 10.3

56.0 131.8 157.1

L ) 710.2 798.0 853.9
,,,,,,,,,,,, 552.5 1,243.5 977.3
,,,,,,,,,, 5.8 10.2 4.2
25 6.5 3.4

= = 665 508 883
%1 83.1 103.9

o 6.4 T LI 11273
I 730.9 1,488.5 1,241.7
I L7 07
=’ ” JOL I S
,,,,,,,,, 9.0 :

126 T1s5 e

I 15917 2,527.8 2,224

The amendment, as modified, was i reed
t.

The PrEsmnG OFFICER. Does the Senator
frm Kentucky now call up his amend ient?

Mr. CooPER. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amenriment
will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk rexd as
follows:

“On page &, line 15, after (2) inse-: the
following: ‘tc provide equipment, material,
s ipplies, and maintenance thereof to'.

Mr. CooPER. Mr. President, there ha: been
& very good discussion, but I do want tc have
for the RECORD an interpretation of th= sec~
tion. I would not be so0 interested if I hud not
been conscious of the steps by whicr our
country became invclved in the war in Viet-
nam. I shall spend a minute or two ¢ the
s ibject.

1t all started very simpiy. Under Pres.dent
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Elsenhower, military advisers were sent to
Vietnam. I do not know whether I should
Speak of a statement former President Eisen-
hower made when he is now dead, but I
think it proper. He came here one day 2 years
ago and talked to a number of us. He said—

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we have
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate will
be in order.

Mr. Coorer. He sald that the only com-
mitment he had made, was to provide mili-
tary assistance in the form of advisers, and
to provide economnic aid as long as South
Vietnam made sappropriate steps to help
itself.

I may say that, after searching the record,
that is all I could ever find that he had
promised.

For years, he had our military advisers in
Vietnam. We furnished equipment to Viet-
nam; we supported various regimes—Iit is
hard to remember how many—and then, as
the fighting increased in the outer areas, we
began to send troops to those areas, to assist
the South Vietnamese in acual fighting. They
were finally fired upon, and it became a
matter of national honor to defend them, as
the President had the right to do, additional
troops were sent to South Vietnam and step
by step we had bzcome involved in the war
in Vietnam.

I am sure that President Eisenhower, Pres-
ident Kennedy, or President Johnson never
intended that we would be involved in war
and certainly no major war, But we conveyed
to South Vietnam the impression that we
would stand withh them and defend them.
I hetleve we conveyed that impression
throughout Southeast Asia.

Wars start from small beginnings. T have
thought, and many Senators have thought—
it was definitely the expression of the Senate
in the adoption of the National Commit-
ments Resolution—that a likely way to be-
come involved in a war Is to put our armed
forces in another country where there is a
local war. And if we stay there long enough
and send enough men there, they will be fired
on some day, and then, as I have said, 1t is
a matter of national honor and, because the
President has the constitutional duty to pro-
tect our troops, we will be involved in a war.

Mr. FuLBrIGHT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CooPER. I yleld.

Mr. FuLBrIGHT. What the Senator has said
does revive in my memory very clearly what
was sald, and particularly what I said, after
having been briefed and informed by the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of State,
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, in
regard to the Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

The Senator is very persuasive. It Is a fact,
evern. though I thought it was a monstrosity,
that later the resolution was interpreted as
it was by the President of the United States,
that it was so interpreted; and every time
the matter came up it was thrown in our
faces. I belleve the Senator’s amendment will
make the Senate's intent clearer and more
positive. I do not really see how this can
restrict the President’s obligations, and I
hope the Senator from Mississippi will accept
the suggestion of the Senator from Kentucky.
‘What we are trying to do is protect ourselves
from such a monstrous interpretation. That
having happened within the memory of all
of ws here, I believe it would be a very
healthy thing for it to be accepted.

Mr. President. I arn not sure; can I accept
1t? I would be willing to do so, with the agree-
ment of the Senator from Mississippl.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr Fresident, the Senate has
voted on the other amendment.

Mr. PuLBriGHT. That is right.

Mr. STeNNIs. Mr. President, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The PRESIDING CFFICER. The Senator will
state it.

Mr. Coorer.I have the floor, but I will
yvield to the Senator for that purpose.
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansss has al-
ready been agreed to. Can any one Senator
aceept another amendment to that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the Senator from
Misstssippl asking that question as a par-
liamentary inquiry?

Mr. STENNIS, Yes, of course.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair rules
that it cannot be accepted. The amendment
of the Senator from Arkansas has been voted
upon. This is new matter.

Mr. CooPER. I hope not, but it is possible
we may be in war in Laos or Thailand; and
if we go into war with the concurrent alu-
thority of the President of the United States
and Conhgress, we will understand where we
are, and at least Congress and the President
will have made a determination that 1t s in
our national interest.

We may become involved in war without
such a determination at some point, with
some 35,000 troops in Thailand, as I recall.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There were 45,000 at the
last count, I think.

Mr. CoOPER. If at some point we thus be-
came engaged in fighting, we may find our-
selves at war by the same process as that by
which we backed into war in Vietnam.

Again, I point out that the language of the
amendment applies both to Vietnam and to
Laos and Thalland. It is the identical
language.

I read the language to which I refer:

“Funds authorized for approprisition for
the use of the Anmed Forces of the United
States under this or any other Act are
authorized to be made available for their
stated purposes to support: {1) Vietnamese
and other free world forces in Vietnam, (2)
local forces in Laos and Thailan: Hd

The same language s used for both coun-
tries. It is a possible interpretation that these
funds could be used in the same ‘way in Laocs
and Thalland as they are now being used in
Vietnam.,

I have said that 1t would bhe preposterous
if the Secretary of Defense or the President
were to use the funds in Laos and Thailand
as they are being used in Vietnam as a result
of the language of title IV. However, it 4s our
provinee and our responsibility to make cer-
tain that the funds are not treated in the
same way. This is the purpose of my amend-
ment. It is simply to provide that as far as
Laos and Thalland are concerned, these
funds will only involve material, equipment,
supplies, and related costs, The term “related
costs” 1s in the language of the Dbill.

If this 13 what Is intended by the sponsors
of the bill and the administrstion, I do not
see why they should not accept my language.
It would remove all doubt.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. CoorEr. I yield the floor.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from
Missouri is recognized.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I make two
points. In effect, we have been In war in Laos
for years, and it is time the American people
know more of the facts.

Second, the present Secretary of Defense
states that, If this matter comes up again
from the standpoint of any contingent
agreement, he believes it is & matter which
should be taken up with the Congress.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I belleve that
the previous remarks of the distinguished
Senator from Missouri, as well as his just
completed remarks, are well taken.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, I thank the
Senator.

Mr. ALLoTT. Mr. President, I have been
very quiet during the course of this debate.
And, as I have listened to the debate, I find
my emotions swelling up within me to the
place where I think I would be hard pressed
to express them in the pericd of 3 or 4
hours.

I am not a warlike man, nor am I an un-
peaceful man. But I find it difficult for any-
one who was concerned with the vital com-
mittees of the Senate to stand on this floor
and say he did not know in the spring of 1964
that we were becoming involved in the war
in Vietnam.

It 1s Impossible for anyone not to have
known it.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield

Mr. Cooper. Mr. President, was the Senator
referring to me?

Mr. ALrorT. I was referring to anyone who
was s member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee or the Appropriations Committee at
the time.

Mr. CoOPER. Let me say in response that
during that debate I said that I knew what
we might get into. I voted for the resolution,
but I had no misapprehension about its pos-
sibilitles. The debate will show that on that
day I said that it could lead us into war,
but we had confidence in the President that
he would use his authority with judgment,

However, I do not want the United States
to get Into the same situation again by the
fatlure of the Congress ta exercise its re-
sponsibility.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I appreciate the
situation of the Senator. And I ask him, and
he can answer it In any way he wants to, if
he does not believe the Secretary of Defense
of his own party and if he does not believe
his own President, because we have had
assurances from both of them that we will
not have any more commitments of troops
in the Far East.

Mr. CooPER. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator let me respond?

Mr. ALLoTT. The Senator may respond.

Mr. CooPER. Mr. President. I belleve in the
responsibility of the President, and I belteve
in President Nixon. He is my President
whether he is Republican or Democrat, It
happens that we are members of the same
party, of which I am proud.

I understand and respect his responsibility.
I belleve that he will exercise it to the best
of his ability, and he bas great ability.

I believe also in the respnnsibility of Con-
gress, both the House of Representatives and
the Senate. I believe that we have a respon-
sibility to determine alsn, whether the
United States should go Into war and
whether we should become involved in sltua-
tions which will send us into war-—whether
our national interests, security and proper
commitments are actually involved.

We are talking about the Tuture, and
whether we will take steps or refuse to take
steps that may prevent or inhibit the
possibility of war.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I understand
the eoncern of the Senator about not want-
ing to become Involved In another Vietnam.
However, my statement was that there is no
reason for anyone who was a member of the
Forelgn Relatlons Committee of the Appto-
priations Committee, and particularly the
Defense Subcommittee, or the Armed Serv-
lces Committee, not to have known in the
spring and summer of 1964 that we were
going to become involved in a war.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. ALLorT. Mr. President. I yield for a
question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 1t seems to
me that repeating the statement is inviting
comment upon a matter which was dis-
cussed at length. And the Senator looks in
this direction.

I was there. It is true that in the spring
of 1964, we had approximately 15,000 or
16,000 soldiers in Vietnam. There had been a
gradusal escalation from the time that Presi-
dent Kennedy came in, when there were less
than 800 men who were considered to be
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advisers. They were not co s lered to be
combat soldiers,

Mr. ArLroTr. There were 6: 5, if the Sen-
ator wants the exact figure.
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. Presic 1: . I do not

think anyone thought that v e were at war
or anticipated that we woi'd be at war
there in the future.

President Eisenhower had a¢ given the
opportunity to go to war ir \ :etnam and
he rejected it—I think very .i.ely—on the
advice of Ceneral Ridgeway :-d General
Gavin,

I certainly did not think w -
into war when President Ker 1¢
visor personnel out there.

It 18 my impression that at : b ut the same
time he sent troops to Ger a1 ny because
Khrushchev had threatened h.m, he be-
lieved, at the meeting at Vienr ..

I do not belleve that he i1 :eded to get
into war any more thaen he i se nded to get
into war in Germany by sendi: = hose troops
there.

No action had been taken w e 1 it came to
the Gulf of Tonkin inciden: ; self

Mr. ALroTrT. Mr. President. w.th all due
deference to the Senator, I sai tnat I would
yield for a question. I have be a1 Listening to
the distinguished Senator, witr -t . interrupt-
ing him for weeks now. I yleld 4 for a ques-
tion, not, for a speech.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, Preside. t. [ will put
it this way. Hes the Senator r uc¢ the report
of the Foreign Relations Com i lee on the
incldents of the Gulf of Tonki ¢

Mr. ALLOTT. Recently?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. At any time.

Mr. ALLOTT. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Was the Ser .t o not im-
pressed with the fact that th ‘epresenta-
tions given to that committee b. the then
Secretary of State, Secretary ¢ Defense,
and the Chairman of the Jo ..t Chiefs of
Staff proved to be in error?

Mr. Airorr., I am complet !y aware of
that. And I wes present duri: g all of the
Gulf of Tonkin debate. I am _ware of the
statements made by various S nators at
that time,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator
the statements made by the “hairman of
the Forelgn Relations Committ: = vere based
on information given to him wt ¢'. informa-
tion proved to be in error.

The question I ask the Sern .tor is this:
That being so, how can he ms 2 the state-
ment that we all knew- -and i.ssume he
means by that intended to a ‘cept—the
Southeast Asia resolution was :ie equlva-
lent of a declaration of war?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, ; Iave made
no such statement. I have tried « make my
remarks, and I am going to mak - ihem if we
stay here until midnight, desp! » ihe Sena-
tor’s loquacity. I never made tl » statement
or implied the statement that w! 21 the Gulf
of Tonkin resolution, for whic. admit I
voted, was passed, everybody ki 2v we were

vere getting
dy sent ad-

-ware that

going to get into war. That was i« & in 1964,
The Gulf of Tonkin resolution ws - 1.0t passed
in 1964.

Mr. PASTORE. Yes; it was

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Unfortunatels - was in

August of 1964.
Mr. ArvorT. I thought it was ‘e ore that.
I apologize.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I happen to o w about
that. I was present.
Mr. Arrorr. I apologize. I ha ny dates

crossed.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The alleged in¢ .d :nts took
place on the second and fowr‘h of Au-
gust, 1964. The resolution had be 11 prepared
long before that, I think. It was .r sroduced
in the House, and it was acted v ¢ almost
instantaneously.

Mr. ALrorr. Let me say to tie Senator
that my mind played rhe a trick. : thought it
was before this,
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aut I will still go back to the statement I
made that in 1964 no member of the Armed
services Committee or the Appropriations
Committee—particularly the Defense Com-
mittee or the Forelgn Relations Committee—
should not have known that we were being
sommitted to a war at that time.

Now, Mr. President, I want to continue——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Maybe we should be a lot
prighter than we are, but I did not know it,
! am frank to say.

Mr. ArLorrt. Well, I am not surprised.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will the
sanator yield?

Mr. ALLoTT. 1 yield.

sr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, having
sad some unpleasant personal experiences
about that time in 1964, involving this sub-
izct, I can speak with some experience on it.

I have made the charge repeatedly, and it
1as never peen denied—and this information
~ame to me before my campaign actually
i:arted—that we did not drift into this war.
We had & smail number of advisers over there
‘n 1960 and 1961, and suddenlty 15,000 to
14.000 men were sent over, with explicit
neders to shoot back.

I tried to bring this to the attention of the
American public; I could not get anybody to
\:sten to me. I do not think it would have
made a bit ot difference.

But we were at war when the Guif of Ton-
win incident took place. I remember begging
for equal sime on television so I could present
ot the Republican side but this American
.ide of the understanding of what was going
. in Vietnam, and I never got any place.
When you are shooting back in a situation
.uch s that. you are in war; and although
we nad advisers over there who were ex-
olicitly told never to fire on anyone, this ad-
visory situation ended some time in 1962,
when the troops were told to fire back.

I suggest to the Senator from Kentucky
ihat, unless [ am badly mistaken, even his
ianguage could not prevent a_ President from
siving the same orders or a Secretary of
Metense from giving the same orders.

So I have a feeling that what we are talk-
ing about now gets to the fact of whether
or not we, as Senators, have falth, regardless
si whether we are Republicans or Pemocrats,
11 the man who has been elected President
wad the men with whom he has surrounded
nimself as Secretary of State and Secretary
of Defense.

I merely wanted to inject this because I
nhave not heard it brought up. I have never
meen challenged on it, and I have made it
and made it and made 1t.

Mr. ALLoTr. I would say to the Senator that
I see no reason to challenge 1it, looking back-
ward for 5 vears now.

Mr. Stennis addressed the Chair.

rir. ALtorr. I wish to continue.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the Senator
will yield for this statement—it is 6 o’clock,
and if we are going to have a vote tonight,
¢ think we should vote, with all deference
o the Senator from Colorado. I just want to
zive my opiuion.

Mr. ALLoTT. Mr. President, I want to defer
10 the Senstor, but I have kept very quiet
during the past weeks. My remarks will be
very short. The fact that 1 would like to
speak for 3 or 4 hours does not mean I am
#01Ng 1O do $0 or have any intention of doing
30,

Mr. StExNIS. I withdraw my request.

Mr. A-rLoeT. If the Senator will permit me
o continue for a short time, I will be very
grateful to nim.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from
Colorado has the floor.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, looking at the
present aumendment, I wish to say this: The
thing that nas concerned me about many of
Lhe rash of amendments that we have had—
scme of them have been meritorious—is that
in my belief the Senate may be moving

toward the position of creating a vacuur in
Southeast Asia.

T know thai the domino theory was 1is-
crecited by all the intellectuals in -~his
country several years ago. But whether ~he
domirno theorv was discredited by the intel-
lectuals or nos, the fact is that if we do ot
preserve free governments in Southeast Asia,
we 1re leaving a vacuum which 1s going 4 be
filled faster than we can turn around by *he
ne¢ Chinese and by the Norih Vietnarr «se.

As iong agc as 1962. 1 prought to the at-
tenzion of the iState Department—without
any action or any acknowledgement in any
war-——the fact that Red Chinese troops ‘were
roaming at will throtgh a good portic: of
nortnern Tha:land. They still are, except “nat
now they are actually engaging in acts of
wa-. This is & large area. It {s compised
of many people. and with it a lot of the
riatural resource wealth of the world.

We have dcne very well, in my opinion, in
Indonesia; perhaps not as grartlingly wel. as
in Malaysia.

Bu: if we permit Laos to g0 completely
down the drain, Thalland to go down the
drwin, and Vietnam tc go down the dral:, as
some people would like to do——and some
people would like to have us encourage the
promotion of & dual government there— T do
no. yhink it will be long before Sout!.~ast
As:a will have become a Communist strong-
ho:d. When this occurs, I think our position
in the world will be much more difficult our
position with the Philippines will be rzuch
more difficult; our position with Indoesia
wiil be mueh more difficult; and our posizion
with Malaysla wlill be impossinhle.

‘#hen we formed the tripartite situation in
Laos, I said at the time it would not work.
It has not worked. Today we find the the
Plain of Jars in Laos is pretty much overrun
by the Viet Minh.

1r I may have the attention of the Seator
from Kentucky particularly as I make this
remark, I do not want to see commitrients
made for ground troops in this area any more
tran he does. He is no more sincere ic his
pelief than [ am. But I am sure he knows
tlat we have air bases in Thailand. He k1owWs
tr.at we have i naval base in Thailand. That
is rio secret. He knows of our activities royw—
waich I shall not mention—-1n Laos, activities
which do not involve groumd troops.

1 have read his amendmend, I say in all sin-
cirisy, looking down the road to woxat I
think could happen if the Senate keer
w-Li: this sort of frenetic pattern it has
lizhed during the last few days and weeks,
thai I am afraid we shall be sending 2a good
poartion of the world down the drain. 1 have
had the clerk write out the Fulbright arcend-
1oent as modified. The amendment, sO raodi-
fied reads, in pertinent portlon:

‘Not to exceed $2.5 billion of the lunds
a 1chorized for appropriation for the ise of
t1e Armed Forces of the United States under
this or any cther Act are authorized "o be
made available tor their stated purposes to
s apport: (11 Vietnarnese and other free world
1 srees in Vietnam, (2)—"

and this i3 where the Senator's amend-
taent comes bn-—

“no provide materiel, supples. equipnent,
and maintenance thereof to local forces ir
I.ans and Thailand.”

Have I gunrted the Senater’s amern:ment
cnarrectly?

Mr. CoopeR. Corredtly.

Mr. ALLOTT. In my opinion, what the Sena-
tor from Kentucky’s amendment coulc mean
s chat we could not put supplies in Liao3
or Thailand o maintain our forces, - sup-
plies to protect our airpors. our Aflr Force,
our naval bases, or anything else that we
lave there. The legislative history i quite
clear, I think, as it pertains to every Sznator,
kst none of us wishes to engage in more
pround warfare in Southeast Asia or, I-r that
nitter, anywhere else.
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But I cannot read his amendment in any
way except as being a totally unacceptable
and crlppling burden upon the Secretary of
Defense and the President. I know the Sena-
tor's concern. I know he is sincere. I have
never seen him do anything in his life which
was not sincere. He does not play games with
people and he does not play games with legis-
lation. He is completely a sincere, honest, and
straightforward man

But just as strongly, I would hope he
would not press his amendment because I
think it places & burden on our President
with respect to the protection of our forces
in those areas, which Is something that no
one, if he understood it as I interpret it,
would wish to do.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor yleld?

Mr. ArLorT. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I wish to ask
the Senator if it is mot true that the Presi-
dent inherited the problems in Vietnam. I
know the wish is shared by all of us that
there had been another way to solve that
problem. I know all of us wish that there
was some way to solve it now without with-
drawing from our commitments and without
doing something that would not be in the
best interests of our country.

However, is it not true that the President
sald on several occasions there will be no
more Vietnams in bhis administration?

Mr. ALroTT. That is my understanding of
what he has sald.

Mr. MURPHY. Would it not be considered
responsible that this man who has been in
public life for many years and who has been
elected by the people of this country be
given the confidence without trying to write
into an authorization bill for military pro-
curement provisions that might be a detri-
ment to the protection of American people,
American troops, arnd American property?

Mr. ArrorT. T fully believe so; ves.

Mr. MUrRPHY. Mr. President, I have listened
patiently to the discussion, As I said at the
outset, and as the distinguished Senator
from Florida stated, this entire discussion
has been a filibuster. This entire discussion
has taken place at the wrong time and under
the wrong set of circumstances. It should not
be a part of this particular bill. I made that
statement on the first day we considered the
bill.

I assure the Senate that the work of this
committee was carefully and thoughtfully
done. It was properly done. But now it is
belng shredded, twisted, and torn up. The
more I hear this discussion, the more I am
certain discussion cn our foreign policy, pres-
ent and future, should take place in this
body, T would enjoy taking part in it.

However, it would seem to me, and I hope
the Senator agrees, that this evening, at this
stage, in this protracted discussion this is an
unfortunate attempt to place restrictions on
a new Presldent who has been doing a mag-
nificent job, as far as I know, in bringing
about solutions tc problems that he inher-
{ted. By taking a good hard look at them he
will be able to find solutions.

Mr. ALLoTT. I thank the Senator for his con-
tribution. I am appreciative of the Senator’s
statements.

Mr. TowERr. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr, ArrotT. I yield.

Mr. ToweR. Mr. President. I -hink this is
a dangerous amendment. I think it is poten-
tially mischievous and very unnecessary for
us to vote on it tonight when it has not been
printed and no bne has had-a chance to look
at it. There is no copy available except what
has been scratched in pencil on a plece of
paper. I think the matter requires extensive
debate.

T spent a great deal of time in Laos and
Thailand. I know what we are engaged in and
I know the extent to which we are involved.
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If a rigid interpretation were applied to the
amendment of the Senator from Kentucky it
could seriously jeopardize the 1ives of Amer-
tcan men. I am not prepared to vote willy-
nilly on something that we know nothing
about. We <o not know the reaction of the
Department of Defense to the amendment or
how they would interpret it.

If extended discussion is required on the
matter tonight I am prepared to discuss it at
length as long as anyone is prepared to sit
and listen.

Mr. Stennis and Mr,
the Chalr,

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr., President, I assured the
Senstor from Mississippl I would not retain
the floor for more than & few minutes. I have
no intention of holding the floor further.

T wish to say to the Senator from Missis-
sippi that the statement macde by the Senator
from Californis is true. Senators can rest
assured that any matter coming out of the
committee of the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi has had the most meticulous
scrutiny, observation, discussion, and
thought.

While I do not desire to retain the floor
against the wishes of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi, 1 felt some of these
things had to fbe sald before this matter was
voted upon because I am convinced this
amendment would wreak & lot of havoe..

There can be no question in anyone’s mind
after this legislative history that the amend-
ment agreed to a few moments ago was never
intended to put ground troops in Laos and
Thatland,

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, Arnrort, I yield to the Senator from
Missourl,

Mr. SymineToN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I would hope we could get
on with the bill. I respectfully point out to
the Senate the fact that the language was
agreed to by the chairman of the Committee
on Armed Services and ithe chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations. I thought
that the language agreed to was eminently
satisfactory and that we could have gone
ahead at least 1 hour ago and gotten through
with this part of the bill

Mr. Arrotr. X yleld the floor.

Mr. STeNNIs. Mr, President, I sppreclate
the contribution of the Senator from Ken-
tucky. I feel this section is old law. It already
has a mesning. It has been followed these 2
years. It would be far better to keep this
section now, as used heretofore, with the
celling we have prepared. If the Senator from
Kentucky wants to pursue his thoughts fur-
ther, I know what a draftsman he is and
that he does not need anyone particularly,
but if he would put anything he has in mind
in a separate amendment, it would be helpful
to see” what others thought.

I am glad now to yield to the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr., Coorer. Mr, President, I have taken
up a good deal of time tonight. I must say
that I have not fillbustered.

Mr. CoorEr. I have taken some time be-
cause I considered this to be an important
maltter, much more important than merely
reducing the amounts involved, with due
regard to my friend from Arkansas and my
friend from Mississippl. We sre dealing with
an entirely different concept: The question
of whether funds can be spent for the use
of our Armed Forces in fighting in support
of local Laos and Thailand forces without a
commitment by the President or the Congress
or hoth, which might lead to war,

I would therefore urge that the question
is much more important than the matter of
dollars and cents.

I want to thank my friend from Colorado
(Mr. Allott) for his statement. I know him.
1 know that he has deep feelings about these
matters. He does sit quietly at times, but I
know how deep his feelings run and he

Fulbright addressed

speaks with convietion, coursge, and force. I
appreciate very much what he has sald, and
for his kind remarks about me.

Perhaps I may be sincere, but someone else
might say that I may be sincere, but I may
not be always right or tco bright about
things. Sincerlty does not always make up
for those qualities.

My amendment has nov been printed. I
had thought about it but as we were coming
to the close of the debate in these 2 days be-
fore we recess, I did not expect to bring it
up until after the recess. But when the
Senator from Arkansas offered his amend-
ment, I knew that mine should be offered.

I will not press for a vote tonight. I know
that I can withdraw, and offer this amend-
ment later, but I ask a parliamentary ques-
tion because I want to be certaln: Mr. Presi-
dent, in the event the Senator from Kentucky
withdraws his amendment this evening,
would it be possible for him to submit the
amendment at a later date?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, that would be
completely in order.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Chair. I will with-
draw the amendment but I will bring it up
again. I hope that by the time I bring it up
again, the Senator from Mississippl will have
consulted with the Defense Department to
see if they would be willing to offer language
in title IV conforming to the Senator from
Mississippi’s understanding that it was their
intention. The Senator has said is was In-
tended that funds were to be used for sup-
plies, equipment, and such. We have absolute
confidence in the Senator from Misslssippi,
but the Department of Defense should spell

out clearly the purpose of title IV relative to_

Laos and Thailand.

Mr. President, we have been talking about
the President. President Nixon is my Presi-
dent. He is a Republican President, I do not
want to go back into history, but members
of my fauily have been Republicans since
the Civil War—longer than some others have
been, and some fought in the Clvil War as
Republicans. I support the office ot President,
I support the great responsibility it carries,
and I have great admiration for and con-
fidence in President Nixon.

But, I also respect this body. We have
responsiblilities, too. I do not want the Presi-
dent of the United States-—and we are talk-
ing about President Nixon—to be hindered
in his efforts by the same mistakes which
have been made before.

1t is rather curious that before 1866, when
this item had been carried in the foreign aid
bill for years, it was used for military assist-
ance, meaning equipment, supplies, main-
tenance, food, and money. Then it was
changed, and placed in the Defense bill.

Tt is rather curious that after it had been
put in the Defense bill, we began to use hell-
copters in Laos and Thalland under orders
of the Department of Defense, and I under-
stand in military activities I cannot under-
stand why the language 18 not differentlated
hetween funds to be used in Laos and Thai-
1and and funds to be used in Vietnam. It is
exactly the same language. Perhaps funds
are to be used for some military activities
such as for helicopters. Helicopters may take
1ocal forces to back areas. Firing on the heli-
copters begins, as 1t did in Vietnam, ahd war
comes.

In 1963 or 1964—before the Gulf of Ton-
kin resolution—I remember the former Sena~
tor from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, came
back from Vietnam and told us that our
helicopters were carrying men up the moun-
taips, that there were U.S. riflemen on the
helicopters who were tiring in defense of the
helicopters and the pilots, and that their fire
was being returned from the ground, That
may be what we are doing in Laos and
Thalland now.

The fact that some Senators have stated
we are engaged in fighting in Laos and Thal-
1and makes it more important that we Umit
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the funds in this bili, because if e do not,
if we approve that kind of actlvl v it may
lead—I hope not—but it may le: L us into
war.

The SEATO Treaty states that i1 tme event
of armed aggression egainst arv of the
parties thereto, including the prot - { states,
Laos, Cambodia, or Thailand, 1€ parties
thereto shall take action accordir ;: .o thelr
constitutional processes.

Mr. President, what are the cor :U -utional
processes? .

It 18 not defined.

When Secretary of State Dull s testified
pefore the Foreign Relations Cor .o ittee on
the SEATO Treaty—I have read e testl-
mony—he was asked what cor st tutional
processes meant. He replied that i+ a 2ant the
joint authority of the executive '+ ach end
the Congress.

The national commitments res it 7100l Was
recently passed, expressing the ga ne sense.

If we arc fighting in Thailan. :.nd Laos
now, we should know it.

The President of the Unite: States—
whether he be President Nixor *regident

Johnson, or any President, in m: ~lew, has
no right to take our country into - a - without
first coming to the Congress anc s-king for
its authority.

If 8 situation should arise whes @ «-ur forces
were being attacked, of course, 1l = ’resident
nas the constitutionsi right to ¢ ~fend them
and to protect the -security of ¢ur country.
But I do not want war to occul bicause of
carelessness or failure to look & e W, If we
get into war, I believe that the S 'oite wants
the determination to be made 1V she joint
suthority of the President and t:e Congress.

Mr. President, that is the me: 1g of my
amendment. .

I ghall withdraw the amendn rr: tonight
because many Senators have not " d the op-
portunity to read it and to con igor ib Un-
less the Armed Services Commi teo and its
chairman modify the section amend-
ment—it has to be by amendm 0 -—and by

interpretation so precise that ¢ one can
think anything to the contrary. . ¥ ant to say
that I will bring up this amen ment again

and we can determine 1f this beds wants to
abide by the constitutional pro o :es, wants
to abide by its national comimitr re::ts resolu-
tion and wents to disapprove f:in.is for the
use of our forces which could =:d us into
another war without the consent o Congress.

Mr. President, I withdraw my ar wendment.

The PresipING OFFICER. The f er ator from
Kentucky withdraws his amend 1 nte,

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the senator very
much for his splendid remarks 2 ! for what
I think is a constructive step, oc. in with-
drawing the amendment for th:- +:me being.
That is all I have 1o say.

Mr. ‘CoPPER. Mr. President, rnank the
Senator, and I may add to my -mnarks that
I shall ask for a rollcall.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Preside: & 1 do not

kxnow what the wishes of the =& jership or
of the Senator from Mississipy:® ~re. I have
@ very minor amendment, whic * : a1 g0 over
until September, but I wanted ‘¢ inquire as
to the wishes of the Senator fro i Jississippl.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, 8 ; a1 liamentary

inquiry.

Tur PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3-nator will
state 1t.

Mr. StENNiS. Has the ame 3 nent been

ndopted?

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Th ;. mendment
has been withdrawn. No a aeandment 1s
pending.

Mr. FULBrIGHT. Mr, Preside = in other
words, the one which I amen< »¢t I accord-
ance with the Senator’s amend € 1t has been
adopted, according to my unde stnnding.

Mr. SrENNIs. That is my un = standing.

Mr. FuLpriGHT., Mr. Presidcut does the
Senator wish me to offer amen in 2nt No. 111
at this time or not? The Sena > 18 familiar
with it.
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Mr. STENNis. I cannot agree to it.

Mr FuLsriGHT. I thought the Senator had
proposed an amendment to it.

Mr. STenN1s. No; that is the wrong one.
The Senator is referring to another amend-
ment. I have only seen the amendment the
Senator has handled me within the last
hour or two.

Mr. FursriGHT. This is No. 111.

Mr. STENNIS. I was handed the wrong one.

Mr. PurBrIiGHT. I am sorry the Senator was
siven the wrong amendment by mistake.
Amendment No. 111 was submitted and
orinted about a week ago.

Mr. STeENNIS, I am ready for the Senator
Lo present his amendment, if he is agreeable
0 & Proviso,

Mr. MaNSFIELD. Mr.
Senator vield briefly?

Mr. FursrIGHT. T vield to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I do not feel
i should let this oceasion g0 by without ex-
pressing my. respect, regard, and affection for
the distinguished senior Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Coorer). What he tried to say
and what he did was and is in the minds and
Liearts of all of us, and has been for almost
half a decade, if not, longer.

I want him to know that I honor him for
his persistence as well as for his sagacity and
I am delighted that he is going to introduce
again the amendment which he has with-
drawn, because none of us can alibi himself
o1t of what he did on the Tonkin resolution.
Tt was plain, clear, and legible, and every one
of us understood it, but that does not mean
many of us have not regretted it.

The reason why I am impressed by what
the distinguished Senator has said is that
he has tried, as best he knows how, to exercise
his responsibility as a Senator of the United
States. in the hope that this body—the Sen-
ale of the United States—will live up to its
responsibility, collectively as well as individ-
ually, and that we will participate, insofar as
w2 can within the realm of the Constitution,
in making certain that we act In line with
what President Nixon sald just this past
month, when he laid down, in Guam, the
Nixon Doctrine for the Pacific.

He said, in effect, “No more Vietnams.” He
said, in effect, we are a Ppacific nation, with
veripheral Asian interests in the malinland.
ie said, in effect. we are not going to get
involved in internal difficulties. He said, in
effect, we are not going to go to war again
unless it is nuclear and our security is at
stake.

3o I am .delighted that, even though the
faour is late, the Senator from Kentucky did
bring up this question. It is paramount.
Everything that is happening and has been
happening in Vietnam has an indirect and
3 direct relationship to many of the other
Lroubles that confront this Republic today.

I agree with the Senator that we do not
want to get. involved again in an area which
s not vital to the security of this country,
and In an area which has cost this country

President, will the

"d not yet, in sight.

S0 T think the warning raised by the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky should
be and will be heeded.

I want him to know that I honor him for
what, he has sald, and I honor him for what
f1¢ has done in this body.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. President, I would like
L0 associate myself with everything the ma-
iority leader has sald about the Senator
i cky. The Senator from Kentucky

letter, and I think the spirtt, of the- resolu-
*ion. He has rendered a great serv.ce.

T could go further and say that, as a result
of the efforis of the Senator from Eontucky,
T have noticed that the Senate as a whole in
recent weeks has shown a greater scasitivity
to its responsibilities in this whole &rea than
‘t has ever done in the 25 years I have been
‘n the Senate. I think the Sena ..r from
Kentucky deserves the credit wlhiich she
Senator from Montana so appropriately
expressed.

Mr. Javrrs. Mr. President, 1f the Senator
*ill yleld, I wish to associate mysclf with
the remarks just made by my cciieagues.
The Senator from Kentucky is a lear old
friend of mine I made the practical sugges-
‘ion that to articulate this am-adment
nroperly it will take not only the Depart-
ment of Defense, but it will take t1e State
“epartment, which have a role in trying to
coordinats the military and diplomat:: activ-
ities of the United States.

I think the majority leader's wo-ds give
added authority to the need for artizulating
an amendment which wil! be upon |he level
of the one we discussed so long and whizh
was decided so narrowly, but wh:ch will
truly seek to carry out a policy of the United
Srates. That is what this amendinrent is
really all about.

[ know that I, as a member of thie com-
rittee, and I am sure the chairmin, will
cooperate with our colleague from Kentucky,
$7 that when he presents the preposal it
wiil truly represert the Senate dec.uration
4s articulated, and which raises the guesticn
which the Senater from Colorado (Mr. Allots)
raised, all of which is pertinent o our
security requirements.

Mr. CoorEr. I thank the Senator.

Mr. Javirs. I think he has rencored a
nistoric service.

Mr. PULBRIGHT. Mr. President——-

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, who hus the
Aoor?

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senat: - frorn
Mississippi yielded to the Senator from
Arkansas. He had the fdoor initially held
27 the Senator from Mississippi.

The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FuLBRIGHT. I was gotng to yield o the
3enator from Kentucky.

Mr. STENNIS. T yield briedy to the Senator
Srom Kentucky.

Mr. Coox. Mr. President, T wish e asso-
ciate myself with tae remerks made <y the
majority leader and would like to say "o my
onlieague that I would hopz he would o us
the honor, when he resubmits the amend-
ment, to consider using the argument “hat is
.0W In the Rrcorp and cdlsseminating it to
the Members of this body, and that he would
€o many of us the honor of asking f:r co-
§20n80rs to his amendment when it m.ay be
submitted in the future.

Mr. STENNIs. Mr. President. I yield o the
Senator from Arkansas. I° he would ither
have the floor, I yield the floor.

Mr. FPULBRIGHT. Very well. T will take the
floor. I want to direct an inguiry <> the
Senator.

Mr. President, I wish to take the foor.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator (rom
Avkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is my understandir g the
Senator from Mississippt has prepare:l an
amendment to my amendment No. 111—a
proviso, I should say, at the end—which
made the amendment acceptable to him. Is
thiat correct?

Mr. STENNIS. I may say to the Senatc: for
Arkansas that an additional questior has
arisen here about waich 1 think we ¢ught
to have a colloquy with respect to pos:ibly
reirafting the amendment of the Sexr
I am in sympathy with the amendment. I
beiieve we could work something out «!ong
tha- line.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President. I t-ink
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this question is a profound question that
we are dealing with here and one that
the Senator from Missouri has raised
and deserves great credit for raising. I
commend him for his efforts. .

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator from Kentucky, one of the most
respected members of this body. As he
will remember, I urged him to put air
power in his resolution, because air
power constitutes the majority of our
operations in and over Laos. At various
times, I have often felt, “Finally I now
know what we are doing in Laos.” Each
time I found out, however, that I did
not know the entire story.

As lawyers observe—I say this with
respect and not in any criticism—par-
tial truth is an evasion of truth.

There are very important questions
concerning the military situation in
Laos. One is that little of their manpower
is left. Souvanna Phouma, at g dinner
here about a year and a half ago, said
to us:

When I first needed arms, I asked the
Communists to give me military aid. When
they refused, I came to you.

The implication was clear; if we did
not give him the military aid, he was
going to get that aid from the Com-
munists.

It is my belief, as well as that of ex-
perts, that the forces which oppose his
government in Vientiane can take Laos
any time they choose, unless the United
States decides to start another msajor
military intervention in that country.

There is a further development since
the hearings the Senator referred to,
hamely, the greater importance rela-
tively speaking-—especially with respect
to their military role—of the CIA-di-
rected irregulars. They are close to being
about all that is left to protect Souvanna
Phouma and his government.

As we know, Pak Se is now in danger.
Luang Prabang was in danger for some
time.

Finally, and in some ways certainly
most important, is the possible confron-
tation with the Chinese. In the air we
are flying pretty close to China,. No one
had the remotest idea the Chinese would
move in force against us in North Korea
when they did just that some 20 years
ago. We all know the results of that de-
velopment.

So, despite the fact I respectfully com-
mend the administration for accomplish-
ing better relationships recently with
the Chinese, these activities do not seem
to support that better understanding.

One can only view with apprehension
the number of military commitments of
the United States. I recently returned
from Germany. As an American, I would
not want to see soldiers of a foreign coun-
try walking up and down the streets of
St. Louis 25 years after the end of a war.

This psychology prevails around the
world today. [Deleted.]

8o it seems somie of these Laos opera-
tions should be examined, not only from
a strictly military point of view, but also
from the standpoint of diplomacey, inter-
national relations

I yield to the akle minority leader.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr, President, I join the
distinguished Senator from Missouri in
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expressing the hope that as much as pos-
sible of the report of the two staff mem-
bers can be declassifled.

I ask the Senator if it is not the faet
that in discussing the allegations regard-
ing the so-called massive U.S. bombings
in the north, the charge was the bombings
caused great losses among the civilian
Laos population and were principally re-

sponsible for the refugee problem in Laos. .

Is it not a fact that the committee in-
vestigators do not come to the conclu-
sions I have stated? As a matter of fact,
they point out-—while they ftreat it
briefly—it is my understanding, that
what they found was that while there
had been occasional injury to the civilian
population, there have been great efforts
to avoid it, and that the refugee problem
was due to many things, among which
the bombing was one. But generally these
two charges repeated in the press are not
actually borne out by the two staff
members.

Mr, SYMINGTON. The distinguished
minority leader has made a good point.
We do not know just how much damage

-has been done to the civilian population.
The people the staff members saw as-
sured them it was relatively little.

We have the B-52 raids. The staff was
told in Vientiane that +there were
{deleted! raids in the first 4 months of
this year, as against [deleted] such raids
last year. Then we have fighter planes
us there.. They use napalm as well as
bombs.

I would say that undoubtedly some of
the reports have been exaggerated.

In the report itself, the staff members
point out:

Given the apparent stringency of these
rules of engagement, it is difficult to see how
roads with civilian traffic, villages and groups
of civillans could have been bombed,
rocketed or napalmed. It seams clear, how-
ever, although the rules are stricter now
than they were some years ago, that mistakes
do happen (especially when Forward Ailr
Controllers begin flylng missions as soon as
they arrive in Laos); that some pilots have
deliberately violated the rules of engagement
expending ordnance sagainst unauthorized
targets (the town of Khang Khay being a
notable example); and that the system itself
is so complicated that it cannot possibly be
foolproof. Indeed the effort to provide iIn
the rules of engagement for every contingency
. appears to create obvious loopholes. One is
the rule which allows ground fire to be re-
turned virtually anywhere in Laos when a
U.8. plane is participating in a search and
rescue operation or is flying in support of
infiltrating or exfiltrating troops.

There are plenty of instances known to
American civillan employees who have been
in Laos for some years in which ecivilian
targets have been bombed. There is a certain
reluctance, especially on the part of the Air
Foree, 1,0 admit that mistakes have happened
which tends to undermine the credibility of
officlal claims made about the infallibility of
the conduct of the alr war in Laos. The
Embassy itself is quite insistent that the
rules are scrupulously observed. Yet it ap-
parently has no system for regular photo-
graphic rivew of the results of individual
strikes, although it can and does ask for
speclial photography if there is reason to be-
lieve a violation has occurred.

In the previous administration we
found our advisers were flying with South
Vietnamese pilots who could not speak
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English and the advisers could not speak
Vietnamese: it is so often difficult to
know just what is going on. But I do feel
that any air activity around northern
Laos has in it the incipient danger of

- starting a major war.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent’s report in March of 1970 points
out that the respective press conferences
of the 26th of September and 8th of De-
cember 1969 and 30th of January 1970,
had indicated a number of things, one
of which was:

That at the request of the Royal Laotian
Government, we have flown reconnaissance
missions in Northern Laos in support of the
Laotian government’s etfort to defend itself
against North Vietnamese aggresslon and
that we were engaged in some other activities.

Then he goes on to say:

It would, of course, have posed no political
problem for me bc have disclosed in greater
detall this military support activity which
had been initiated by two previous admin-
istrations and which have been continued
by this administration.

I have not considered it in the national
interest to do so because of our concern that
putting emphasis on American activitles in
Laos might hinder the efforts of Prime Min-
ister Souvanna Phouma to bring about ad-
herence to the Genevi Agreements by the
Communist signatories.

That is part of what he said. Now,
in doing that, and in the speech, does
not the President recite the goals that
the Senator worries about today when
he says that we do not have a policy re-
garding Laos.

Then the whole speech of the Presi-
dent points back to the statements of
the other Presidents He says:

Qur gosal in Laos hus been and continues
to be to reduce American involvement and
not to increase it, to bring peace in accord-
ance with the 1062 ugreement and not to
prolong the war.

He quotes earlier the statement of
President Kennedy in 1961:

Laos is far away from America, but the
world is small. The security of all Southeast
Asia will be endangered if Laos loses its
neutral indepentdence.

‘When we put those two statements to-
gether, are they not the goals of three
successive administrations?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, dur-
ing the administration of President Ken-
nedy, I am sure his goal was also peace,
the same as other presidents.

With respect to the statement made by
President Nixon, he talks about recon-
naissance. We are all looking at each
other. I am sure the Soviets take pictures
of the capital every day the weather is
good. And I am also sure we take pictures
of theirs.

What I was and am worried about,
however, was and is tiie nature and the
degree of combat involvement up in
northern Laos, much of it close to China.

It seems that now we all have the goal
of getting out as soon as possible. I do not
want to be sarcastic, but have never
understood how the best way to get out of
one country was to invade two other
countries—Cuambodia and more recently
Laos. I would think the best way to
achieve the goals the minority leader pre-
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sented would be to give fullest : 1;:port to
the Laotian Government.

Anyone who has been to L o would
say this present government - -culd fall
even faster than the Goverr ments of
either South Vietnam or :mbodia
without this heavy support ‘rom the
United States.

Mr. SCOTT. But the Sen: ¢cr spoke
about the wide U.S. participati . and the
potential threat existing there

President Kennedy orderec 00 ma-
rines to that country in May 1362. Did
President Kennedy ask the --o.sent of
Congress prior to going in the: « with the
Marines? .

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not «1:ow if he
made any specific request.

Mr. SCOTT. I supported h: a

Mr, SYMINGTON. If we m:ice a mis-
take in 1962, or any other yea ~hat does
not justify another mistake t -duy.

Mr. SCOTT. I was in favor f it.

Mr. SYMINGTON. At one ine I, too,
was in favor of many things ir the Far
East; but that was before I kr -v agsmuch
about what we were and are¢ coing as I
know today.

Mr, GRIFFIN. Mr, Presidc 1:. will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I woul ! e glad to
vield to the distinguished a: si:tant mi-
nority leader.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Presidr ¢ this fol-
lows along on a point inve.v:d in the
colloquy with the distinguist »¢ minority
leader. Some reference was n:de to the
fact that in his statement in March 1970,
President Nixon, in what I -bink was a
very candid and forthright = tement of
the situation and the facts r gi.rding our
involvement in Laos, not ¢ 1/ made it
clear that we have flown re i naissance
miifisions in northern Laos. b it he also
said:

We have continued to cond ‘¢ air opera-
tions. Our first priority for st .1 operations
is to interdict the continued :cw of troops
and supplies across Laotian te-ritory on the
Ho Chi Minh Trafl.

Then he says:

In addition to these air ope "3 ions on the
Ho Chi Minh Trail, we have ¢ ntinued to
carry out reconnaissance fligh s :n Northern
Leos and to fly combat suppo * nissions for
Laotian forces when requested < 10 soby the
Royal Laotian Government.

At another point in thic statement of
March 1970, he said:

Our support efforts have t' ¢ one purpose
of helping prevent the recc n zed Laotlan
government from being o rvhelmed by
larger Communist forces doy ': ated by the
North Vietnamese.

It may be that the air c . vat support
missions—perhaps differe: 4 planes gre
being used, perhaps they : ~¢ in a differ-
ent place, but the fact that v were doing
more than conducting r ¢ mnaissance
flights was no surprise t jongress in
March of 1970.

With the consent of the cistinguished
Senator from Missouri, I'w :u:d ask unan-
imous consent that this er :i e statement
of President Nixon of Mu:zh 1970, be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no object -1, the state-
ment was ordered to be -r:nted in the
RECORD, as follows:
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SCOPE OF THE U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN LAOS—
A SBTATEMENT BY PRESIDENT NIXON !
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

In light of the increasingly massive pres-
ence of North Vietnamese troops and their
recent otfensives in Laos, I have written let-
ters today to British Prime Minister Wilson
and Soviet Premier Kosygin asking their help
in restoring the 1962 Geneva agreements for
that country.2

As cochairman of that conference, the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union have
particular responsibilities for seeing that its
vrovisions are honored. My letters note the
persistent North Vietnamese violations of the
accords and thelr current offensives, support
the Laotian Prime Minister’s own current
zppeal to the cochairmen for consultations,
urge the cochairmen to work with other
signatories of the Geneva accords, and pledge
full United States cooperation.

Hanoi’s most recent military budldup in
Yaos has been particularly escalatory. They
have poursd over 13,000 additional troops
into Laos during the past few months, rais-
ing thelr total in Laos to over 67,000. Thirty
North Vietnamese battalions from regular
division units participated in the current
campaign in the Plain of Jars with tanks,
armored cars, and long-range artillery. The
indigenous Laotian Communists, the Pathet
Lo, are playing an insignificant role.

North Viet-Nam'’'s military escalation in
i.20s has intensified public discussion in this
sountry. The purpose of this statement 1s to
<at forth the record of what we found in
January 1968 and the policy of this admin-
wstration since that time.

L. WHAT WE FOUND
A. The 1962 Accords

When we came into office, this administra-
Adon found a highly precarfous situation in
Laos. Its basic legal framework had been es-
tablished by the 1962 accords entered into by
sne Kennedv administration.

Laos has heen a battleground for most of
Lhe past 20 years. In 1949 it became a semi-
independent state within the French Union.
‘T'he Pathet Lao Communists rebelled against
the government in the early 1950’s and fight-
ing continued until the 1954 Geneva settle-
ments ended the Indochina war. Laos at that
time became an independent neutral state.
“hie indigenous Communists, the Pathet Lao,
ievertheless retalned control of the two
unorthern provinces.

Since then, this small country has been the
victim of persistent subversion, and finally
invesion, by the North Vietnamese.

By 1961, North Vietnamese involvement

hecame marked, the Communist forces made -

great advances. and a serlous situation con-
fronted the Kennedy administration. In his
news conference of March 1961, President
Kennedy said, “Laos is far away from Ameri-
ca, but the world is small. . . . The security
orf all Southeast Asia will be endangered if
Laos loses its neutral independence.” s

n. May 1961. negotiations for a Laotian
settlement opened in Geneva. with Governor
[W. Averell] Harriman as the chief American
negotiator. During the course of those long
hegotiations. fighting continued and the
Communists made further advances. Faced
with a potential threat to Thailand, Presi-
dent Kennedy ordered 5,000 marines to that
country in May 1962.

#inally, in July 1962, after 14 months of
negotiations. 14 nations signed the Geneva
accords providing for the neutralization of

' Issued at Key Biscayne, Fla., on Mar. 6
{(White House press release) !

“For texts of the Declaration on the Neu-
trality of Laos and an Rccompanying proto-
col, see BULLETIN of Aug. 13, 1962, p. 259,

#¥or President Kennedy's news conference
on Mar. 23, 1981, see Public Papers of the
Presidents, John F. Kennedy, 1961, p. 218.

"a0s, Other signatories besides the United
States included the Soviet Union, Com-
irunist China, North Viet-Nam, the United
Kingdom, France, the Southeast Asia rations
most directly involved, and the members of
“re International Control Comniission,
t:anada, India, and Poland.

These accords came 1 mornth after the three
contending forces within Laos annaunced
agreement on the details of a coalition gov-
ernment composed of the three major politi-
cal factions and headed ky the neutralist,
Prince Souvanna Phouma. North Viet-Nam
claimed that it favored s coalition govern-
ment. Both North Viet-Nam and the Sovies;
Union backed Prince Souvenna for his new
post. The present government of Laos thus
has been the one originally proposed hy the
Communists. In approving the 1962 ar-ange-
ments, the Kennedy administratton in effect
accepted the basic formuigtion whicir had
been advanced by North Viet-Nam ard the
Saviet Union for a Laotian political settle-
ment.

B. The Record 1962--1969

Before the ink was dry on the 1962 Geneva
documents, and despite the fact that, they
emoodied most of its own Pproposals, North
Viet-Nam started violating them. In compli-
arnce with the accords, the 663 American: who
had been assisting the Royal Lao Government
witadrew under 1CC supervision. In contrast,
the North Vietnamese passed only a -oken
40 men through ICC checkpolnts anc left
over 6,000 troops in the country,

4 steadily growing number of North Viet-
Narmese troops have remained there ever
since in flagrant violation of the Geneva
accords. They climbed to about 33,000 in mid-
1947, 46,000 in mid-1988, ancl 55,000 in mid-
1949. Today they are at an all-time high of
some 67,000 men,

‘These are not advisers or techniciars or
attachés. They are line units of the MNorth
Vietnamese Army conducting open agares-

sion against a neighbor that poses no threat

to Hanoi.

In addition, since 1964 over a half miilion
North Vietnamese troops have crossed the
“H5 Chi Minh Trail” in Laos to invade South
Viet-Nam. This Infiltration route provides
the great bulk of men and supplies for the
war In South Viet-Narn.

The political arrangements for a three- way
government survived only until April 1963,
when the Pathet Lao Communist leaders
departed from the capital and left their
Cabinet posts vacant. Fighting soon resurned,
and since then there have been cycles of
Coraimunist offensives and Royal Lao:ian
Government counter-offensives. The enemy
forces have hbeen led snd domincted
throughout by the North Vietnamese. In
recent years Hanoi has provided the great
majority of Communist; troops in Laos.

North Viet-Nam appears to have two aims
in Laos. The first is to ensure its ability to
use Laos as a supply route fcr North V.et-
nan:ese forces in South Viet-Nam:. The second
Is to weaken and subvert the Royal Iao
Governmentwrl.gma.lly established at its
urging—to hinder it from interfering with
North Vietnamese uge of Laosian territory,
and to pave the way for the eventual estil-
lishment of a government more amenable to
Communist control,

Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma las
tried & variety of diplomatic efforts ito restore
peace in Laos. He has repeatedly appealed to
the co-chairmen and others to help arrarge
for restoration of the 1962 accords. He a:d
the International Control Commnaission, ham-
pered by lack of authority, have reported and
publicized North Vietnamese violations of
the accords. And Prime Minister Souvan:ia
Phoumsa has made several gttempts to
achieve political recorciliation with t.e
Pathet Lao and io reconstitute a tripartize
government,.

None of these efforts has borne fruit.
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Frustrated in his diplomatic efforts and con-
fronted with continuing outside aggression,
Souvanna has cslled upon three American
administrations to assist his government in
preserving Laotian neutrality and integrity.

By early 1963 the North Vietnamese and
Pathet Lac had openly breached the 1962
agreements by attacking the neutralist gov-
ernment forces it north Laos and by oc-
cupying and fortifying the area in southeast
Laos along what came to be known as the
Ho Chi Minh Trail. In these circumstances,
the Laotian Prime Minister requesited
American aid in the form of supplies and
munitions. The Kennedy administration pro-
vided this assistance in line with ithe Laotian
Government’s right under the Geneva ac-
cords to seek help in its self-defense.

In mid-May 1964 the Pathet Lao, supported
by the North Vietnamese, attacked Prime
Minister Souvanna Phouma’s neutralist mili-
tary forces on the Plain of Jars. North Viet-
Nam also began to increase its use of the Ho
Chi Minh Trail to further its aggression
against South Viet-Nam. The Johnson ad-
minfstration responded to Royal Laotian
Government requests to meet this escalation
by increasing ocur training and logistic sup-
port to the Royal Lso Government. In May
1964, as North Vietnamese presence in-
creased, the United States, at Royal Lao
Government request, began flying certain in-
terdictory missions agalnst invaders who
were violating Lao neutrality.

Thus, when this administration came into
office we faced a chronically serious situation
in Laos. There had been 6 years of geasonal
Communist attacks and growing "U.8. ih-
volvement at the re(uest of the Royal Laotian
Government. The North Vietnamese had
steadily increased both their infiltration
through Laos into South Viet-Nam and their
troop presence in Lacs itself, Any facade of
native Pathet Lao independence had been
stripped away. In January 1969 we thus had
a military assistance program reaching back
over 6 years, and air operations dating over
4 years.

II. THE POLICY OF THIS ADMINISTRATION

Since this administration has been in office,
North Vietnames pressure has continued.
Last spring, the North Vietnamese mounted
a2 campalgn which threatened the royal
capital and moved beyond the areas pre-
viously accupled by Communists. A counter-
sttack by the Lao Government forces, in-
tended to relieve thig military pressure and
cut off supply lnes, caught the enemy by
surprise and.succeedec beyond expectations
in pushing them oif the strategic central
plain in north Laos known as the Plain of
Jars,

The North Vietnamese left behind huge
stores of arms, ammunition, and other sup-
plies cached on the plain. During their opera-
tions in the Plain of Jars last summer and
fall, Lao Government forces captured almost
8,000 tons of Communist equipment, sup-
plies, and weapons, including tanks, armored
cars, artillery pieces, machineguns, and
thousands of individual weapons, including
about 4.000 tons of ammunition. The size and
nature of these supply caches the Com-
munists had emplaced on the plain by the
summer of 1969 show clearly that many
months ago the North Vietnamese were pre-
paring for major offensive actions on Laotlan
territery against the Royal Lao Government.

During the final months of 1969 and Jan-
uary 1970, Hanot sent over 13,000 additional
troops into Laos and rebuilt their stocks and
supply lines. They alsc introduced tanks and
long-range artillery.

During January and February, Prime
Minister Souvanna Phouma proposed to the
other side that the Plain of Jars be neutral-
ized. The Communists’ response was to
launch their current oifensive, which has
recaptured the Plain of Jars and is threaten-
ing to go beyond the furthest line of past
Communist advances.
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The Prime Minister is now once again try-
ing to obtain consultations among all the
parties to the Geneva accords, envisaged
under article 4 when there is & violation of
Lao sovereignty, independence, neutrality, or
territorial integrity.

In this situation, our purposes remeain
straightforward.

We are trying above all to save American
and Allled lives in South Viet-Nam, which
are threatened by the continual infiltration
of North Vietnamese troops and supplies
along the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Hanol has in-
filtrated over 100,000 men through Laos since
this administration took office, and over
500,000 altogether, Our airstrikes have de-
stroyed weapons and supplies over the past
4 years which would have taken thousands of
American lives.

We are also supporting the independence
and neutrality of Laos as set forth in the
1062 Geneva agreements, Our assistance has
always been at the request of the legitimate
government of Prime Minister Souvanna
Phouma, which the North Vietnamese helped
establish; it is directly related to North Viet-
namese violations of the agreements.

We continue to be hopeful of eventual
progress in the negotiations in Paris. But
serious doubts are raised as to Hanol's inten-
tions if it is simultaneously violating the
Geneva agreements on Laos, which we
reached with them largely on the basis of
their own proposals. What we do in Laos has
thus as its aim to bring about conditions for
progress toward peace in the entire Indo-
chinese Peninsula.

T turn now to the precise nature of our &id
to Laos.

In response to press conference questions
on September 26, December 8, and January 30,
I have indlcated:*

That the United States has no ground com-
bat forces in Laos. :

That there were 50,000 North Vietnamese
troops in Laos and that “rore perhaps are
coming.”

That at the request of the Royal Laotian
Government, which was set up by the Geneve
accords of 1962, we have provided logistical
and other assistance to that Government for
the purpose of helping it to prevent the Com-
munist conquest of Laos.

That we have used airpower for the pur-
pose of interdicting the flow of North Viet-
namese troops and supplies on that part of
the Ho Chi Minh Trail which runs through
Laos.

That at the request of the Royal Laotian
Government, we have flown reconnaissance
missions in northern Laos in support of the
Laotian Government’s efforts to defend itself
against North Vietnamese aggression and
that we were engaged In ‘“some other
activities.”

1t would, of course, have posed no political
problem for me to have disclosed In greater
detail those military support activities which
had been initiated by two previous adminis~
trations and which have been continued by
this administration.

T have not considered it in the national in-
terest to do so because of our concern that
putting emphasis on American activities in
Laos might hinder the efforts of Prime Min-
ister Souvanna Phoums to bring about ad-
herence to the Geneva agreements by the
Communist signatories.

In recent days, however. there has been in-

tense public speculation to the effect that

the United States involvement in Laos has
substantially increased, in violation of the
Geneva accords; that American ground forces
are engaged in combat in Laos; and that our
air activity has had the effect of escalating
the conflict.

1 For background, see BULLETIN of Oct. 13,
1969, p. 313; Dec. 29, 1969, p. 617; and Feb. 16,
1970, p. 173.

Because these reporis are grossly inaccu-
rate, I have concluded thal our national in-
terest will be served by putting the subject
into perspective througn & precise descrip-
tlon of our current aclivities in Laos.

These are the facts:

There are no American ground combat
troops in Laos.

We have no plans for introducing ground
combat forces into Lacos,

The total number of Americans directly
employed by the U.S. Government in Laos is
616. In addition, there are 424 Americans em-
ployed on contract to the Government or to
Government contractors. Of these 1,040
Americans, the total number, military and
civilian, engaged in u Inilitary advisory or
military training capacity numbers 320.
Logistics personnel numnber 323.

No American stationed in Laos has ever
been killed in ground combat operations.

U.S. personnel in Laos during the past year
has not increased, while during the past few
months North Viet-Nam has sent over 13,000
additional combat ground troops into Laos.

When requested by the Royal Laotian Gov-
ernment, we have continued to provide mili-
tary asslstance to regular and irregular
Laotian forces in the form of equipment,
training, and logistics. The levels of our as-
sistance have risen in response to the growth
of North Vietnamese combat activities.

We have continued to conduct air opera-
tions. Our first priority for such operations is
to interdict the continued flow of troops and
supplies across Laotian territory on the Ho
Chi Minh Trail. As Commander in Chief of
our Armed Forces, I consider it my responsi-
bility to use our airpower 1o interdict this
flow of supplies and men into South Viet-
Nam and thereby avoid a heavy toll of
American and Allled lives.

In addition to these air operations on the
Ho Chi Minh ‘Trail, we have continued to
carry out reconnaissance flights in northern
Laos and to fly combat support missions for
Laotian forces when requested to do so by
the Royal Laotian Government.

In every instance our combsat air opera-
tions have taken place only over those parts
of Laos occupied and contested by North
Vietnamese and other Communist forces.
They have been flown only when requested
by the Laotlan Government. The level of
our air operations has been increased only
as the number of North Vietnamese in Laos
and the level of their aggression has
increased.

Our goal in Laos has been and continues
to be to reduce American involverent and
not to increase it, to bring peace in accord-
ance with the 1962 accords and not to pro-
long the war.

That is the picture of our current ald to
Laos. It is llmited. It is requested. It is
supportive and defensive. It continues the
purposes and operations of two previous
administrations. It has been necessary to
protect American lives in Viet-Nam and to
preserve a precarious but important balance
in Laos.

1. THE FUTURE

Peace remains the highest priority of this
administration. We will continue our search
for it in Viet-Nam. 1 hope my appeal today
to the Geneva conference cochairmen will
help in Laos. Our policy for that torn coun-
try will continue to rest on some basic
principles:

We will cooperate Tully with all diplomatic
efforts to restore the 1962 Geneva agreements.

We will continue to support the legitimate
government of Prime Minister Souvanna
Phoumsa -and his efforts to deescalate the
conflict and reach political understandings.

Our air interdiction efforts are designeq
Lo protect Amerioan and Allied lves i
Viet-Nam. Our support efforts have the one
purpose of helping prevent the recognized
Laotian governmeni from: being over-
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whelmed by larger Commmunist
nsted by the North Vietnames:

We will continue to give t:e¢ American
people the fullest possible inf raation on
our involvement, consistent s :! natlonal
security.

I hope that a genuine quest “cr peace in
Indochina can now begin. For I ..cs, this will
require the efforts of the Gene sonference
cochalrmen and the signatory - ntries.

But most of all it will requir r allsm and
reasonableness from Hanoi. I r it is the
North Viethamese, not we, wi . 1ave esca-
lated the fAghting. Today the : are 67,000
North Vietnamese troops in thi. sinall coun-
try. There are no American roops there.
Hanoi is not threatened by = acs; it runs
rigsks only when it moves its force 8Cross
horders.

We desire nothing more in ‘#9s than to
see g return to the Geneva ag arments and
the withdrawal of North Vietr .r.ese troops,
leaving the Lao people to sel .¢ their own
differences in a peaceful manr T

In the search for peace we : ad ready to
cooperate in every way with tr - ther coun-
tries involved. That search rmpted my
letters today to the British F-uae Minister

3 ces domi-

and the Soviet Premier. Th: search will
continue to gulde our policy.
Mr. SYMINGTON. May @ observe to

the able Senator that not ¢» long ago
there was a lot of talk abo:t ceconnais-
sance planes flying over Nc 1 Vietnam,
and that heavy attarks w 't made by
our Government because o Morth Viet-
namese attacks against th sc-—our-—-re-
connaissance planes.

One day I happened to si. the ques-
tion: Were those reconnai st nce planes
escorted by American fight -rs? The an-
swer was yes. Now it wou @ have been
very difficult at times for Jorth Viet-
namese gunner on the gr-11d with an
antiaireraft crew to identif - *vhich plane
was the reconnaissance ple ¢ and which
was the combat plane beca :s: they were
the same model. One is rigg -d for combat,
the other for reconnaisss ‘c2. It would
be difficult for the antiair rift gunners
to determine whether the p ane had come
in to destroy them or to rec -0 1witer them.

No doubt we have sent “ighter planes
up to support forces of the T wotian Gov-
ernment. That does not 'crry me too
much. What does worry u 2. however, is
our air operations up in ‘orthern Laos
coupled with the additior cf thousands
upon. thousands of Chine: # 1 northern
Laos along the roac¢ bein: ouilt at the
request of Souvanna Phuma, and at
least one the Chinese & puilding on
their own. Thousands mo 2 Chinese arz
there than were there D e-iously; and
there is this heavy antiai = aft develop-
ment. .

I suggest to the assi -8 nt ‘minority
leader that shooting di¢w1 & fighter
bomber is one thing, but 7 we lost some
B-52's up there, either froir antiaircraft
fire or fighter attacks, th ould well be
a different ball game as a a.nst what we
have had in the past, o1 vhat was re-
ferred to in the stateme t the Senator
placed in the record.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr.
Senator yield?
NGTON.Ianr 7 ad toyield to
:nator fiym C¢ o ado.
fere a ¢ two or three
int; 10 tou ‘b on briefly.
The Senator from Coli ri.do became &
member of the Defense S b :ommittee on

Pre cent, will the
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Appropriations at the time of the death
of Senator Bridges of New Hampshire.
That would take it back to the late fall
of 1962, I believe it was, or perhaps Jan-
uary 1963.

I must say to my friend that I have
seen him in committee meetings and I
nave sat with him for many hours in
committee hearings of that particular
committee. I do not refer to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services or the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations because I
am not a member of either of those
committees. -

ut this Senator has been aware of the

situation gOINE O T -TOTHTeTT TS,
am certaln almost g e time since I

nave been on the Defense Bi

o ink during all s time also the
construction of the road has been under
way, and I can remember back as long
as 4 or 5 years ago in the hearings when
the fortifications in the defense of that
road were discussed at some length in
ihat committee.

‘The point of this is that really I am
not sure. Perhaps the Senator from Mis-
souri did not know these things. But I
think if he casts his mind back, he ggﬂ
reca, 1Scussions o articularly the

d Jafs situation and Prince Sot-

Plain of

Vilina PRoUma, 1T The Sehator ha ned
to be present at the Defense BSubcommit-

teé Rearings at that fime.

“Tam Not sUre e Was present. Of course
he is busy and he does not attend all of
the hearings, but I know this Senator
never had any communication with the
Secretary of Defense or any of the sub-
secretaries at that time and the only

i place I could have possibly found out this

information was in the Defense Sub-
committee on Appropriations. I think it
is wise to keep this in mind,

Did the Senator say he had no aware-
ness of the road until 19679

Mr. SYMINGTON. I never said any-
thing like that—have known about this
road for a long time—but, if the Senator
from Colorado knew about B-52's operat-
ing in northern Laos in any quantity, he
had information I did not have,

Mr. ALLOTT. No, the Senator did not
mention B-52's. I am talking about
general support.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The B-52 happens
to be the largest strategic jet airplane in
the world today.

Mr. ALLOTT. I know. I have seen
them, too.

Mr. SYMINGTON.
states:

13. Chinese Forces. The number of Chi-
nese forces along the road they are building
in northern Laos has increased from be-
tween 6,000 and 8,000, the figure given the
Subcommittee two years ago, to somewhere
hetween 14,000 and 20,000.

The Chinese have also moved in a heavy
new increrment of radar-directed anti-afr-
cralt weapons, Increasing the number by 100
in the last six to seven months to the present
total of 395, including for the first time guns
of BSmm and 100mm, the latter said to be
2ffective up to 68,000 feet, Since early 1970,
they have also [deleted]. Of the Chinese
‘“roops along the road, those who hold to the
lower figure of 14,000 say that between 3,000
and 4,500 are members of anti-aircraft crews
and  the rest construction workers while
those who eive the higher estimate say that
anti-aireraft craws total 6,000 to 7,000.
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The staff report .

As a result of recent work done on the
road it will be a motorable all-weather sur-
faze dual-lane highway by August ali: the
way from the Chinese border to Muong Huon,
al~hough there has been no extension of the
road past Muong Huon since February 1970,
In addition to upgrading earller road con-
struction, the Chinese have, since November
1970. constructed eight small arms Aring
raziges of a kind normally assoclated with
garrisons of ground iroops a8 well as large
headquarters buildings ard 66 basketball
courts. There are 154 camps along the rnad.
The western branch of the rcad still enis 45
miies from Pak Beng on the Mekong F.iver,
Some 20 miles from Thailand. On the eastern
leg of the road, only a bridge or ferry across
the River Ou needs to be built to connect
with the road which has been reconstructed
from Dienbienphu into Laos,

‘The point made is that I receivec¢ no
information about this from any c¢ome-
mittee; and there is a heavy additional
number of Chinese, who possibly are
military, placed into northern Laos.
There could be a confrontation.

Mr. ALLOTT. This matter has keen
discussed before in that subcommit:ee;
not with respect to the B-52's but with
respect to the Chinese coming in and
buiiding the road.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That
ment has been known for many years.
We are talking about a difference in de-
gres, not in kind.

Mr. ALLOTT. The document on sur
desks states there were 6,000 troops there.

Mr. SYMINGTON. A simple way to
haridle this would be to get the testi-
mony from the committee.

Mr. ALLOTT. I think the record is
there, and I do Nhot wani et
10 pass by ireating This matter as if it
all éias comie Up In the Iast Tow mon hs.
m XCepL Tor the ex-
tensive use of B-52': in northern Laos,
tha: was not my intention,

Mr. ALLOTT. It simply is not true.

Mr. SYMINGTON Tt Fesi-
denw’s statement from which the anle
minority leader was reading also stated:

We will continue to give ihe American
beople the fullest possible Information ¢n

our involvement consistent vith national
security.

road develop-

That is a fine expression of what I ke-
lieve essential.

I vield to the able Senator from Mich:.-
gan {Mr, HarT) .

Mr. HART. Mr. President, perhaps I
am the only one here who has this ques-
tion, but before we close perhaps my
question could be clarified. That is the
reason why I intrude.

Putting aside the question of the
prudence of bombing so close to China,
and what happened in 1965 or 1967,
twice I got the impression that, it is sug-
gested that the executive branch has
violated our law. Before we adjourn, will
someone please explain to me if that is
the position?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a comment

Mr. SYMINGTON. Inasmauch as tre
author of the amendment discussed s
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, ¥ would sug-
gest that he answer the Sensator from
Michigan.

Mr FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, :+
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the Senator will yield, I have already
made the point that last year, with the
cooperation of the Senator, a restriction
was put on the money to be used for
military assistance in Southeast Asia by
the Armed Forces. The Senator said that
$2.5 billion was appropriated: $2.8 bil-
lion was originally authorized. This lan-
guage was added to the Department of
Defense authorization and appropriation
bills:

Nothing in clause (a) of the first sentence
hereunder shall be construed as authorizing
the use of any such funds to support Viet-
namese or other Fres World forces in actions
designed to provide military support and
assistance to the governments of Camhbodia
or Laos.

When we struggled over that language
here, we thought it would have some sig-
nificance; that it would be an effective
restriction against using money to pay,
for example, for the [deleted]l Thai
troops now being paid to fight in Laos.
The question was raised in the course
of that debate that perhaps such costs
were paid by the CIA, which raises an
extremely important point about the
CIA.

Whenever we restrict the use of money
to be spent by the Defense Department
in any specific way, such as we did here,
then we find that funds are used by the
CIA. There funds are carried in appro-
priaticn bills but not in any line item.

When we set that kind of restriction,
Senators would logically conclude that
the restriction would apply to the CIA.
Originally the CIA was supposed to he
an intelligence agency. Now, by a proe-
ess of osmosis, the CIA has become
another Defense Department, if we ac-
cept this situation, and, furthermore, a
Defense Department that we cannot
restrict.

We put in a restriction that money
cannot be used to pay for Thai troops to
fight in Laos, but it has been reduced to
an absolute absurdity if all the executive
branch has to do is take the money out
of the CIA without our knowledge. It has
been said that we =1l know about what
the CIA is doing. I have been on the CIA
oversight committee, and I have never
seen any detailed figures whatever,
Often the briefings are about how many
missiles the Russians have., When we
ask about specific operations, they say
they are too secret: they can only re-
port to the National Security Council,
which means to the President,.

There is a lot that I did not know

about specifically in Laos, I did not
know they were still paying for [deleted]
Thai troops and intended to cohtinue
doing so. I thought that was-prohibited
by law. I still think, by any reasonsable
interpretation by a Member of Congress,
that it is.
. Nobody knows that the money has
come from the CIA, unless the chairman
cf the Appropriations Committee knows.
He may be privy to knowledge nobody
else has, They do not give out this in-
formation. I would say, by any interpre-
tetion of the law, the executive branch
isin violation of the law.

Mr. HART. May I address a further
question? Let us assume that the reach
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of our statutory language extends to
CIA.

Does the discussion and debate about
whether this northerm activity is a
separate war or whether it is a part of
what we generally describe as the war in
Vietnam have a bearing on the question
of whether the law has been violated,
even assuming that this language reaches
the .CIA? Is it not true that we made
provision in that appropriation that the
restraint we were imposing on the use of
the moneys was not to be régarded as
restraining its use if such use was re-
quired to protect our own people in Viet-
nam? Is the point about whether there
is one war or two wars in Laos part and
parcel of the argument over whether the
law has been violated?

Mr, SYMINGTON. May I say to the
Senator that it seems to me to be clear
the executive branch has no right, under
the law, to support {deleted] Thai troops
in Laos. The chairman has answered
that.

The Senator’s second question is a
nicer question. The relevant language
in the Department of Defense Appro-
priation Act reads:

Nothing contained in this section shall be
construed to prohibit support of actions re-
quired to insure the safe and orderly with-
drawal or disingagement of U.S. forces from
Southeast Asla, or to ald in the release of
Americans held as prisoners of war.

Under those circumstances, I would
say you would have to stretch pretty far
relating getting out of Vietham to mak-
ing these attacks in northern Laos.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. SYMINGTON. May I just com-
plete this thought?

Mr. STENNIS. Oh, excuse me.

Mr. SYMINGTON. In the letter that
was written to Chairman Fulbright by
Secretary Abshire he tells us:

We believe that it has been made clear
that it is not a question of United States sup-
port for regular Thai forces in Laos. The
irregular forces involved, while ralsed and
trained in Thailand, are all one-year volun-
teers who go to Laos to serve under the com-
mand of the Royal Lao government; in this
case the Lao Military Region II Commander.
The guerilla forces are therefore considered
to be local forces in Laos.

I am sorry the able Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. ALLoTt) left the floor, because
he mentioned what has come up in the
Appropriations Committee. There is no-
body more diligent in finding out just
what happens to the American taxpay-
ers’ money than the chairman of that
committee who is now on the floor. Sure,
we discussed the fact the Chinese were
building roads in Laos. Sure, we discussed
planes going up North. But we had no
idea of the magnitude of the operations,
from the standpoint, for example, of
their recently installed antiaireraft de-
fenses against our planes; or about the
additional number of people—possibly
military—they were putting around these
roads, and the building of roads that we
had no idea would be this type and
character of roads, the building of ad-
ditional roads, and so forth.

So again I say, when you get into this
type and character of discussion, there

should be a recognition of the degree of
change, for exampie scores of B-52 raids
instead of one.

Mr. HART. I appreciate the help the
Senator has giver. I repeat, I would hope
that all of us couid resolve the very pre-
cise question: has there been a violation
of law?

The other question 1s largely a matter
of judgment—that is, what is or is not
helpful in withdrawing from Vietnam.
Because we can operate only behind
closed doors on a matter like this, we
should either stay until all of us under-
stand the answer to the first question—
the question of whether there has been a
violation of the law—or resolve that no
one will say a blessed word, because all
of the screaming about law and order in
this country is talking about something
miniscule if in fact it is established that
one branch of the Government ignores
the law of the lawmakers.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the Senator will
yield, I would put into the Record at this
time the details as to what has actually
been going on witli respect to Thai troops
in Laos. Let us remember that if we are
supporting Thai troops in Laos, that
violates the law.

The staff report states:

At the time of our visit to Long Tieng on
April 28, there were |deleted] Thai there,
at the nearby base of Sam Thong, and at
Hill 1663 near Sam Thong. (There was also
a small Thai team of [deleted] men at Nam
Yu in Military Region 1.) The Thal irregu-
lars are under [deleted} and the overall com-
mand of General Vang Pao, Commander of
Military Region II. Of these |deleted].

Most of the irregulars have been recruited,
we were told, as a ‘‘volunteer” force outside
the Thal Army although [deleted]. The Thal
irregular program developed during the past
year and was designed by the CIA specifically
along the lines of the irregular program in
Laos. The CIA supervises and pays for the
training of these irregulars in Thailand and
provides thelr salary, allowances (including
death benefits) and operational costs in Laos,
We were told that the details of the funding
were not known in Vientiane, as all of this
bookkeeping is done in Washington. We were
also told, however, that some of the funds
probably come from the Defense Depart-
ment budget. The pay and allowances of the
Thal irregulars are said to be less than those
of regular Thal Army personnel [deleted].
‘I'he Thal irregulars are transported from
‘Thailand to Laos by Air America and are
returned to Thailand when their tours are
up again by Air America. We were told that
the Embassy wanted to [deleted] the [de-
leted] with [deleted] because the [deleted]
were more mobile and thus "“could do things
the others could not do.”” As for the future
[Deleted.] The need for Thal ‘volunteers"”
results from the fact that the military man-
power base in Laos is estimated to be 114,765
and the Lao Army. neutralist army, irregulars
and Pathet Lso all must draw from this base
which is now exhausted. (General Vang Pao's
forces, for example. have suffered 3,272 killed
and 5,426 wounded since 1967; as a result
40% of his forces are no longer Meo but Lao
Thung.) Thus additional military manpower
can only come from outside Laos. Estimates
of the number of additlonal [deleted]. We
also understand that there have been inter-

‘mittent discussions regarding the possibility

of [deleted].

Incidentally, we asked what motivated Thal
to volunteer for the irregular forces in Laos
in light of the heavy losses some units have
suffered. We were told that the principal
motivation was [deleted].

Those are the facts as
to our staff members, It
that at least the spirit, a:
ion the letter, of the law
travened when we put the¢
from Thailand into L.aos.

Several Senators addre

Mr. SYMINGTON. I a;
to the able Senator fr:
chairman of the Senate
Committee.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank !
the question raised by th
Michigan, the Senator
has, of course, correctly :
stated in the authorizatic
Public Law 91-441, Octok

However, that same
brought forward in the
bill, and some will recal:
guage in the act of Oct
restated in the approp
January 1971, with this
sion:

Provided further, that n«
in this section shall be cons
support of actions required 1
and orderly withdraw:l or ¢
U.S. forces from Southeast .

the release of Americans he: -

war,

In other words, it ties b
the condition regarding
withdrawal or disengag
forces from Southeast As:

So we have gone back
the cycle, now, with ref
guage. I wanted to make
because it is relevant.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ap
had intended to bring ths
say two things:

We knew about the la:

the record. But it is nc:

taken by the State Depa-
letter to the chairman
Relations Committes, It is
ing one’s imagination a Ik
tify, for example, B-:
northern Laos or napaln
northern Laos, as someth:
insure the safe and orderl:
U.S. foreces from Southe:
release of Americans held
war in these various count
composed French Indochi
The irony is, and I am
is becoming more of an i:
of those most closely con:
POW problem, that if w:
date to get out of this wa
ably we would automati
problem of meaningful
negotiations incident to
these American prisoners
we would also save the t:
United States many adc
needed so badly in other
the same time-—to me b
important—save the unr
tional loss of American :
the lives of their militar:
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr
the Senator yield?
Mr. SYMINGTON. I y:
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Th
already read Ambassa
statement, but it ought
this statement of the S
Ambassador Sullivan's st
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the Refugee Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

'The refugees in Laos are those whose lives
have been disrupted by the other war in Laos,
which has nothing to do with military opera-
tions in South Vietnam or Cambodia.

Surely, that makes clear what the ad-
ministration’s view is with regard to the
war in northern Laos.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
for yielding. I did not know he had quoted
that law.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. CASE. I want to express my thanks
to the Senator from Missouri for his
initiative in trying to get to the bottom
of this question of Laos. I also express
my thanks to the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee staff members who have been
enormousiy helpful in bringing the mat-
ter to our attention.

My only contribution on the point, if
I have any to make, is this:

What we should be most concerned
about is finding the best course of action
for our country to follow in Laos. We
should not overemphasize maintaining
the dignity of the Senate or placing the
question in dry, legalistic terms. Of
course, we must be concerned with pre-
serving the proper constitutional role of
the Senate. But our main purpose should
be to avoid unnecessary strife, suffering,
bloodshed, and catastrophe in Southeast
Asia.

That is why it is terribly important to
get the facts out, so that a judgment
on this matter can be made by Congress
and by the people. If the President’s ac-
tions in Laos are necessary in order to
end the war in South Vietham more
quickly, then his contention should be
tested. We shall never be able to judge
this unless the facts get out, and that is
what we are after. We are trying to find
out the truth.

I do not think it is terribly important
whether or not there is a technical viola-
tion of the regulations or the limitations
placed in appropriation and authoriza-
tion bills, so long as we can get the facts
out. It certainly was not the purpose of
Congress in drafting these limitations to
hamstring the President in order to
glorify the Senate. That was not the
point. The point was that the Senate did
not think it was a good idea for the
United States to hire men to fight in
Laos, whether they be regular Thai
troops, whether they be irregular Thais,
or whether they be from Timbuktu. We
thought the idea of mercenaries was bad,
and that is why we put the prohibition
in the law.

I am not terribly interested in whether
the administration, by calling the Thai
troops irregulars, successfuly avoided
that prohibition in a legal way. I am
deeply concerned that the administra-
tion placed the Thai troops in Laos, and
in that way extended the war. Not that
the administration did not think it was
doing the right thing. Of course, it
thought so. I think the administration
was mistaken, and the American people
should have the facts to decide whether
or not a mistake was made.

The ultimate purpose of our inquiry
this afternoon, I suggest, should be what

Mr. Moose and Mr. Lowenstein concluced
in their report about the future of Laos.
Where are we going from here? How are
we going to get out of this thing? To an-
swer these questions we need the in-
formation. I hope it will be possible at
least for the concluding sections of the
repcrt to be put verbatim in the public
record as early as possible, so the couniry
can talk about Laos in these terms. The
people do not want to hear any more as
to whether the President exceeded his
auth:crity or violated the rights of Con-
gress. few in the country at large csre
about the rights of Congress or whether
the President has exceeded his author-
ity? We want to stop the fighting. That
is what the people are interested in, and
that is why we need the facts.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thaak the able
Senator from New Jersey for his typi-
cally constructive remarks; and agree
with the first part of what he said with-
out reservation--namely, that what we
should do is try to get the facts, That was
the basic thrust of the request for this
closed session. Let us have the truth,

But I cannot agree entirely with the
second part—that it would seem rela-
tively unimportant whether or not the
law nas been contravened. The Senate's
position is important, just as is the posi-
tion of the executive branch. The posi-
tion of Congress is important.

Besed on our slowly increasing knowl-
edge of developments in this situaticn,
we thereupon Interpreted in practical
fashion what the distinguished Senator
from. New Jersey referred to and passed
a law. It is important, as the Senator
fron: Michigan requested, to find out
whether or not that law hes been vio-
lated. Otherwise, we continue on tne
basis of the Congress saying, ‘‘You should
not do it,” but the executive branch say-
ing, “We are going to do it.” There is no
way. as I see it, that we can prevent vio-
lations unless we uphold the dignity of
the Senate by finding out whether or not
the law was contravened. To me that
also-—with deference to the Senator
from New Jersey—is an important aspect
of this situation. Otherwise, why are we
here” If we pass a law and the law can
be Lonored in the breach, what real
reason is there to be a Senator of the
United States.

I have never questioned the sincerity
or patriotism of any Sienator. Under the
Constitution, however, we have the rignt
by majority to put up the moriey for what
is going on in the Far East and all over
the world; or not to put it up.

W have the right to find out whethar
or not a law we passed has been con-
travened. Otherwise we are just figur:-
heads here, with not position of authori-y
despite the specifics of that authority
in the Constitution.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. 1 yield to my {rier.d
from New Jersey.

Mz, CASE. I am sure the Senator
recogrizes that I was just emphasizirg
the guestion about which I felt we shou.d
be most concerned.

I did not mean that the constitution::l
provisions as to the rights and powe:s
of the several branches of government
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are not important. All I was trying to get
at was: why are they important? Not be-
cause of the dignity of the individual;
not because of the dignity of the Senate
as such; but because the Founding
Fathers thought, and I agree, that the
separation of powers is deeply important
to the continuation of democratic gov-
ernment and to the maintenance of
peace. That is all I was talking about.

What I was trying to do was to carry
this beyond the dry question of whether
the Senate’s power and authority had
been abused and neglected; whether or
not we had been brushed aside. The con-
stitutional questior. is important, of
course—but not so rmuch in itself, or not
because it affects individually the Sena-
tor from Missouri, the Senator from
Arkansas, or anyone else. By this time,
most of us have passed the point of
worrying about matters such as that. We
should be concerned that these abuses
have taken place because they lead, in
this instance, and in general, to the kind
of danger to the peace we are all con-
cerned about.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Senator
from New Jersey for those comments.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Missouri yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yicld.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I want to agree with the
senior Senator from Michigan, and also
with the Senator from Missouri, that
whether the President has violated the
law is important and is not to be passed
cover lightly. .

Because of that, I want to be sure that
the case on the other side is at least
adequately presented, at least as I see it,
because I do not believe there was any
violation.

The Senator from Mississippi has al-
ready pointed to the lIanguage. The pro-
viso says that

* * * nothing contained in this seec-
tlon shall be construed as prohibiting sup-
port of actions required to insure safe and
orderly withdrawal or disengagement of
United States forces from Southeast Asia.

Reasonable men can surely differ as
to whether this action—whatever it
was—was related to getting our men out
of Southeast Asia. A very good case can
ke made that it is very important and
that it means a lot. But aside from that,
I think it should be clear that this lan-
guage, limiting the appropriations in the
Defense Department, prohibited the use
of Thai forces providing support in
Laos.

There is no question, I suppose, under
the language here, that if the Thai Gov-
ernment sent forces into Laos under a
Thai military command, and they
fought, that there would be a violation.

But are we going to say that the Laos
military command cannot recruit volun-
teers—if they were volunteers, and I
take it there has been no real contention
with the fact that they were volunteers—
should limit the recruiting of troops in
its own country? Should it not also be
pointed cut that those Thais who were
recruited and fought under the com-
mand of Laotians—not a Thai mili-
tary command—were, for the most part,
ethnic Laotians? While it is true they
were recruited from Thailand, they
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were ethnic Laotians. In other words,
blood cousins. They have more than a
pecuniary interest in what happens in
La0s.

That fact has not been brought out.
1t should be emphasized.

Now, taking those two things together,
and also the fact that this was & limita-
tion on the Defense Department appro-
priation, it had nothing to do with the
CIA. The CIA has been in there for a
number of years, as has already been
brought out.

There is a good case for the proposi-
tion that there has been no violation.
Whether some further change in the law
should be made is & matter for the
Senate to consider in the future, but
I want the record to have the case on the
other side, and I believe it isa persuasive
case,

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, Mr. Presi-
dent, the able Senator from Michigan
has made his case. I wish I could agree
with him, but cannot, based on the rec-
ord which I have read about these Thai
forces in Laos.

A volunteer is someone who wants to
do something, generally in case of war, at
a sacrifice to himself ‘These Thais in Laos
were recruited in Thailand. Their costs
are paid for by the CIA—salaries, allow-
ances. They are flown into Laos in
American planes. If wounded, they are
evacuated by Americans to a US. Alr
Force field hospital in northern Thai-
land—and so forth. The [deleted]
pointed out that by going into Laos and
[deleted]. So I do not see how anyone
can call them volunteers in the true sense
of the word. .

However, this, no doubt, is an honest
difference of opinion, and I appreciate
knowing the Senator’'s position. .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On that last ques-
tion, apparently the Thals are not re-
cruited by the Lao Government but are
recruited by the CIA and the Thai Gov-
ernment in Thailand. It was never sug-
gested to our staff members at any time
while they were there that these are
ethnic Lao who want to go back and de-
fend their homeland, That was never sug-
gested by anyone in the field.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Missouri yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to the able Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. In pursuing the ques-
tion that the Senator from Michigan
brought up, which I think is a helpful
contribution to seek to clarify what had
happened in relation to the will of the
Senate and in the event the will of the
Senate was violated, it would be helpful
to know what funds were used for that
purpose. It was unclear to me what has
been used thus far. As pointed out by the
Senator from Mississippi, the Senator
from Missouri and others, funds have
been transferred from one place to an-
other.

Does the Senator know for a fact that
the funds were CIA funds, or does the
Senator know for a fact that the funds
were from funds appropriated for the
Defense Department under the Military
Procurement Act but used for other
purposes?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Based on our in-
vestigations, we cannot be sure of the
source for all these funds. Certainly a
lot came from the CIA. Based on the
statements made to our staff, some ap-
parently came from the Department of
Defense. In an effort to answer the pos-
sibility of a question today. “So what?”,
T will, as I have said, introduce an
amendment which will limit the amount
of money that can be used in Laos, un-
less the administration presents its case
to Congress for more money and gives
the reasons why more money is neces-
sary than what has been requested, with
a ceiling in the coming fiscal year of $200
million.

Mr. CRANSTON. What was the total
sum appropriated in fiscal year 1971 for
the CIA?

Mr. SYMINGTON. That figure, I be-
lieve, is not one that anyone in the
Congress could give at this time. The
total figure, however, is a great deal more
than what we are discussing; that is,
the total of what we are spending in
Laos. :

Mr. CRANSTON. My question relates
to the sum that the Senator stated were
spent, presumably authorized for these
purposes, I wondered if that would consti-
tute a substantial portion of the CIA
budget or if itisan infinitesimal amount?

Mr. SYMINGTON. 1t is a substantial
amount although interestingly enough,
the total CIA budget is a relatively small
amount of the total bill the American
taxpayers pay for intelligence each year.
The amount the CIA places into its Laos
operations is not so great, in my opinion,
that it endangers their operating effi-
ciently, as they generally do, in other
parts of the world.

Mr. CRANSTON. I am not probing to
know how these sums are allocated
within the CIA budget. I am interested
in how many Senators know how much
money is available to the CIA.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
that connection we have the chairman of
the CIA Subcommittee on the floor. 1
would yield to him to determine if he
would answer that guestion.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Missouri is correct.
We do not have enough facts here to say
whether there is any CIA money that
was used in this matter.

Mr. SYMINGTON. We do know that
CIA money was and is used. We believe
we know that a large amount was used.
The CIA runs the most effective military
operation being run in Laos today. And
they run it with money we here both au-
thorized and appropriated. As to what
percentage that money is of the total
amount obtained, that is a question the
chairman could answer better than I.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it has
not been established that direct military
money was used here. I think rather than
put the total amount for Laos in here as
an estimate or a guess, it would be better
to get the accurate figures.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, may
the Senator from California ask the
Senator from Mississippi a guestion?
Does the Senator know whether CIA
funds were part of the funds we have
discussed this afternoon?

-+ 12957

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Pres i nt, I am
doubtful about it, frankly. I ar-doubtful
about it, as to this milita operation,
from what I have heard her 3ut I think
the facts can be establis! And we
ought to get them, not at " s moment,
but it ought to be establist ~« in a firm
way so that we would knov

Mr. CRANSTON. I wou!? iike to re-
peat one question thai has ¥t been an-
swered yet. What Senator: know how

e total appropriat. 1 is for the

hat is ‘9. .sesret.

—CRANS S . ecret what
Senators know? I am not a :k'ng the fig-
ures as yet. I am asking v it Senators
know that flgure. How m 1y Senators
know?

Mr. STENNIS. Well, I k.iow it.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I knc ¥ The chair-
man of the Appropriatio s Committee
and the chairman of the “creign Rela-
tions Committee also knc » as well as
several other Senators no® -n the floor
who are members of the ~'A subcom-
mittee.

I put in the record of s closed ses-
sion the CIA money estim: ted to be used
in the overall operation o: t1is clandes-
tine Laotian war—I[delete ! million.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. I resident, that
question, it seems to me, - Very impor-
tant. Most, if not all, of t:e money is
carried within the militar 1.udget with-
out anyone being able to dentify it. We
put in a restriction that nr n:oney should
be used in this military : s¢istance pro-
gram for a particular pur -cse. If we are
going to accept the prineir e 1hat because
CIA is not specifically 131entioned, be-
cause it is not mentioned 1:ywhere, the
executive branth can do v ‘1 tever it likes
to evade the restriction. 're restriction
is or becomes & complete n ulity.

What is the sense of th f-enate acting
if that is going to be tl ¢ réesult? It is
rather difficult to work c :t this kind of
restriction. We spent a It ©f time on it
and came up with a null <y and a farce.
Tt is farcical, it is idiotic t- bring in an
amendment saying that ¢ do not want
something done if the 1 nendment is
ignored. The Senator fr New Jersey
said that we are against !1ring mercen-
aries in Laos. The Cong 's- agreed. ‘The
President signed the bill i to law. Then
it turns out that the CIA 1 s done things
that violate the amendn o1 t.

It seems to me that the ©-havior of not
just the Senate and not :ust the Senate
committees concerned "t the whole
legislative body makes .c sense. When
two or three Senators s .v they know, I
am surprised they are : > positive.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Wi the question
whether we know the ov: vz il amount?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Nc 11e question is
how much money the 11 used.

Mr. SYMINGTON. | se:eted] million
was that figure? I do nt wish to criti-
cize the Central Intelliz 1 e Agency for
their operations in Laos T e CIA did not
want to conduct this wir. It is an intel-
ligence agency, not an.a e cy to conduct
war, rather to collect in oi:igence.

They have been give: the authority
and the instructions inc 3-nt to the con-
duct of this war ip Lmos :nd as a result,

Y, — L
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the Senate knows little or nothing about
its conduct as compared to what we know
about the conduct of the war in Cam-
bodia and Vietham, as well as operations
of our military forces in other parts of
the world, where matters are directed
from the Pentagon.

At times I have had my suspicions
48 to why this Laotian war was given
fo this intelligence agency instead of to
ihe regular channels of military eontrol
under the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The CIA is not
doing anything they have not been di-
rected to do by the National Security
Council. None of this is intended as
criticism of the CIA. It is a criticism of
the conduct of the overall war which is
4 responsibility of the Congress and the
zxecutive.

The question is whether the Congress
can have any influence upon the con-
duct of the war. Can it do what the Sena-
tor from New Jersey said, say that we
want to prohibit the employment of mer-
cenaries in Laos?

I cannot think of any language more
specific than that which the Congress
passed and the President signed into law
last year. What we are faced with is the
question of whether the executive branch
can evade that prohibition by using CIA
money in part or in all.

The staff heard that part of this
money for Thai troops came from regu-
lar Defense Department funds and part
from CIA.

I have known, and several Senators
have known, about this secret army. Mr.
Helms testified about it,

| Deleted .

He gave the impression of being
more candid than most of the people we
have had before the committee in this
whole operation.

i did not know enough to ask him
everything I should have about Thai
forces in Laos. I think these forces
clearly violate the spirit and the letter
of the law unless we can say the CIA
is not responsible to the control of Con-
gress. That provision was intended to
cover the whole operation, Otherwise, it
is a nullity and an empty gesture to put
a prohibition into the law if it is not
intended to cover the whole operation.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question on one
other aspect,?

Mr. SYMINGTON. T am glad to yield.

Mr. CRANSTON. M. President, the
presentation and the discussion has been
very illuminating.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the
Senator,

Mr. CRANSTON. [Deleted).

Mr. SYMINGTON. [Deleted].

Mr. CRANSTON. [Deleted].

Mr. SYMINGTON., [Deleted].

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Benator yield to me briefly ?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to my friend from Mississippi,

Mr. STENNIS. I understand the Seng-
tor from Kentucky used my name, or had
a question on these 1A funds, while I
was out of the Chamber, I want to make
clear that in this Laotian operation-—
all of it—the CIA hag acted at the di-
rection of the National Security Counecil
or the President. I have been familiar
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with the situation, and I know that to be
a fact.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a couple of quick non-
cortroversial questions?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Any time I can ac-
cede to the wishes of my colleague from
Colorado, that is a privilege.

Mr. ALLOTT. Who are the staff Deo-
pie? When the bell for the quorum call
rang I thought it was a routine quorum
call and I was 6 or ¥ minutes late.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The gentleman to
my left is James Lowenstein, and the
gentleman with the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. Fullbright) is Richard Muoose,
These are the two staff ‘members who
visized Southeast Asia last April and
May: and then made this report.

Any time the Senator would like to dis-
CUss Or review any part of this report
with them, I am sure they would be
honored to do so at the Senator’s
convenience. .

Mr. ALLOTT. Were they sent there
under a letter of direction by the Sensutor
from Missouri or the chairman of the
committee?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I wrote letters to
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of
Defense, and the Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency. We gave their
hamss and they received all necessary
clearance. They went with the knowledge
of the proper departments of the execu-
tive branch.

Mr. ALLOTT. I am not concerned with
that so much as to the direction. Was the
scope of the investigation laid out in this
letter by the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes,

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. SYMINGTON. We dicl the best we
could in advance to tell the heads of the
various agencies in question just what it
was we wanted to find out. Does that
answer the Senator’s question?

Mr. ALLOTT Yes. Was thet in the let-
ter? Was that asked before I came?

M:, SYMINGTON. I do not believe that
part;cular point came up, and am glad
it is now in the Record. I will put in the
Reccrd all the letters in question written
prior to their trip.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thirk it would make a
complete record.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I think it a goud
idea.

Mr. ALLOTT, I thank the Sienator.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask unanimous
consert to include these letters in tLe
record at this point.

(There being no objection, the letters
were included.)

APRIL 15, 1971,
Hon. WrLLiam P. ROGERS,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr MR. SECRETARY: Af, the request of the
Subcommittee on United States Securit y
Agreements and Commitments Abroad, James
G. Lowenstein and Richard M, Moose, Con-
sultan:s, Senate Foreign Relations Commit, -
tee, will be traveling to Laos and possibly
Camboedia, Vietnam and Taiwan between the
period of April 18 ro May 9. The purpose o’
thelr trip will be to provide the Subcommit.
tee w:ith Information concerning Unitec.
States military assistance programs, genera.
political. economiec and military subjects ang
United States relations with the countries
concerned.

Prior to their departure, Mr. Lowenstein
and Mr Moose will want 2 receive executive
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branch briefings. They have already provided
your Department with details of the Sub-
committee’s interests, and I would appreciate
the Department of State's assistance in ar-
ranging appropriate briefings by officials of
the State and Defense Depantments.
Sincerely,
STUART SYMINGTON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on

United States Security Agreements and

Commitments Abroad.

APRIL 15, 1971.

Hon. MELVIN R. Lairo,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETAEY: At the request of the
Subcommittee on United States Security
Agreements and Commitments Abroad, James
G. Lowenstein and Richard M. Moose, Con-
sultants, Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, will be traveling to Laos and possibly
Cambodia, Vietnam and Taiwan between the
period of April 18 to May 9. The purpose of
their trip will be to provide the Subcommit-
tee with information concerning United
States military assistance pPrograms,.general
political, economic and military subjects and
Unlted States relations with the countries
concerned.

Prior to their departure, Mr. Lowenstein
and Mr. Moose will want to receive executive
branch briefings on the above subjects. I
have asked the Depsartment of State to ar-
range these briefings and would appreciate
the cooperation and participation of the De-
partment of Defense in these sessions,

Department of Defense support, including
authorization to use militagy air transporta-
tlon as required while they are overseas will
be deeply appreciatec. Pursuant to the pro-
vislons of Section 1314 of Public Law 207,
83rd Congress, the payment of such actual
and necessary expenses as they may incur is
authorized.

Sincerely,
STUART SYMINGTON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on
United States Security Agreements and
Commitments Abroad.
APRIL 15, 1971,
Mr. RICHARD HELMS,
Director, Central Intelligence Agency,
Washington, D.C.

DEaR MR. HELMs: The Subcommittee on
United States Security Agreements and Com-
mitments Abroad has asked James C. Lowen-
stein and Richard M. Moose, Consultants,
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, to visit
Laos and possibly Cambodia, Vietnam and
Taiwan and report back to the Subcommittee
on the situation in those countries and on
various aspects of United States activities
there. I would appreciate your asking your
Agency representatives in the countries noted
above to help Mr. Lowenstein and Mr. Moose
in their assignment. I would also appreciate
1t if you could arrange for them to be briefed
ir. Washington before their departure on
April 18.

Sincerely,
STUART SyMINGTON,
Cheirman, Subcommittee on
U.S. Security
Agreements and Commitments Abroad.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, wiil
the Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not know if
the Senator wishes to be seated or not.
I would like to put in g resume of facts
that I thought were not clear in the
beginning. If this resume is not correct,
I hope that I will be corrected by the
Senator.

I understand that in fiscg] year 1971,
although Congress thought that it hagd
authorized $117 million in new funds, the
military assistance program actually be-
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ing administered in Laos with military
assistance funds from the Department of
Defense will cost $162 million. If that is
not correct, I hope that someone will cor-
rect me,

We thought at the time of the appro-
priation that the cost would be $117
million but the program has actually
cost, $162 million.

The estimate of the CIA contribution
to the overall effort—our staff was
told—was [deleted] million and the ATD
program was $52 million, making a
total of $284 million in fiscal year 1971,
That is what is being spent aside from
whatever the authorization for new funds
provided or what we thought was being
spent.

The request for new funds for military
assistance in fiscal year 1972 is $125 mil-
lion for the Department of Defense. Yet
they are planning a program which will
cost $252 million. Assuming the [deleted]
‘illion is still the same for the CIA, and
the $52 million is still the amount of
economic assistance, there will be an in-
crease from $284 million to $374 million
in the next fiseal year. In other words,
the present price for staying in Liaos will
be $374 million just from those three
sources.

I want to call attention to the fact
that this does not include the cost of
Thai troops, whatever that might be. It
does not include the cost of maintaining
1,200 U.S. personnel who are there with
the State Department, AID, and similar
agencies. And it does not include the cost
of air operations over riorthern or south-
ern Laos. These are extra costs which I
would guess, at a very minimum, would
round that figure to $400 million, not
including the cost of air operations,
which we will be spending in Laos in
1972 if present programs are put into
effect.

If that information is not accurate, I
hope that somebody on the staff or the
Senator from Missouri will say so.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Those figures are
accurate. One that is interesting is that
our total annual expenditures in Laos
may amount to a total of $187 per capita,
almost three times the per capita Gross
National Product of that little country.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. To get some sense
of perspective, when one considers what
a relatively small country this is, a coun-
try which is about 20 percent literate,
what we seek to achieve for an invest-
ment of that amount of money is beyond
my comprehension. Its relation to our
troop withdrawals from South Vietnam
is beyond me.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have been to Laos
several times; and whether it is right or
wrong for us to be there surely is a matter
for discussion, as we are discussing this
operation today. But nchody could argue
that, in effect, the United States, has now
destroyed large parts of this country, as
it has pants of Cambodia and large parts

of hoth North and South Vietnam.

*  Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one additional question?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to my friend
from Alaska.

Mr. GRAVEL. First, let me thank the
Senator from Missouri for the eontribu-

tion he is making to the Senate with his
presentation today.

I would like to know how we can bring
this matter to the attention of the coun-
try. What can we do other than have a
dialogue and receive information, which
the Senator from Missouri has assidu-~
ously secured?

This information is known to
thousands of Laotians and Thais. It is
obviously known to the Chinese. Ob-
viously it is known to the Soviet Union.

If T heard the Senator correctly, he said
the information is classified Top Secret.
How do I, as a colleague of the Senator
from Missouri, get the information de-
classified, since the Laotians and the
Soviets know about it. so that the Ameri-
can people will know about it?

Mr. SYMINGTON. A good question.
This is one of the problems which often
comes up with respect to our military
activities in various other parts of the
world, as we pursue what might be called
our “Pax-Americana” concept of the
world which has developed since World
War II. Other countries know about our
activities. Their people know about these
things, but for some sad reason the only
people who really do not know about
them are the people of the United States.

This record will be sanitized and as
much as possible of it released to the
people; in fact, there will be a major
effort on our part to make available as
much as possible: but inasmuch as much
of said information was given to us as
classified information. we cannot print
it without first receiving agreement from
the executive branch as to what can be
released to the public. That was the
premise incident to our staff members
being told much of this information on
their recent visit to Southeast Asia.

We will do our best to see that as much
as possible of what is in this record is
declassified. Then the Senator can use
it for himself and with his constituents,
so they can form their conclusions based
on as much of the facts as possible.

We are making this record today with
& reporter. This record will be examined
and as much as the executive branch
permits will be made public. In case of
disagreement, we hope to be able to con-
vince the executive to release—having
been somewhat successful in the past in
obtaining declassification of certain in-
formation the executive originally classi-
fied because we did not believe its
publication would in any way affect
national security-——as much of this in-
formation as possible.

Mr. GRAVEL. That would include the
report tendered by the Senator’s staff?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes and I ask
unanimous consent to have the staff re-
port printed in the record at the con-
clusion of debate in this closed session.

PRESIDING OFFICER. Without ob-
jection, so ordered.

Mr. GRAVEL. So that I can expect, as
an American taxpayer and g clitizen, to
have it made public as soon as possible?

Mr. SYMINGTON. As much as pos-
sible, as soon as possible, will be made a
matter of public record.

. hearly $400 million in

Mr. GRAVEL. The fact that we are .

financing people in that part of the world
will become public, will it not?
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Mr. SYMINGTON. I . .0 e s0. Much of
that data has already o en published.

Mr. GRAVEL. I tak hat to be an
agreement that it will b« n-ade publie.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It :; already been
published in the press .l.at we are fi-
nancing some 4,800 Th: ' roops in Laos.
That is no secret. Some [ :he details are
still secret. Every Sena- : has to decide
for himself whether he i1 obey the re-
strictions laid down o~ those who
originally classify the m:  rial.

Mr. GRAVEL. How i:nz will it take
to sanitize the record?

Mr. SYMINGTON. " 1.t is another
good question. It will n 't take too long
on our part.

Mr. GRAVEL. I do .c: understand,
and I apologize for ta. g this body’s
time with this, but if t] 2 Senator from
Missouri established the o) secret classi-
fication and he can dec! :s iify it rapidly,
who else makes the d i rmination on
declassification?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. 2 esident, if the
Senator will yield. it w 1 be up to the
chairman of the comm:t ee, the State
Department, and the ¢z irman of the
subcommittee,

Mr. GRAVEL. I, at s "rie later point,
a Senator has disagreer =::t over classi-
fication of this inform :t on, what re-
course would he or an ther Senator
have?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Tc¢ t1e best of my
knowledge, no one has ¢ ‘e released in-
formation declared to; .ecret by the
executive branch.

Mr. GRAVEL. May 1. ;l, if the Sena-
tor thinks there is anytt :n: in here that
goes to the national :e‘ense of our
country? :

Mr. SYMINGTON. Y:-, 1 do.

Mr. GRAVEL. That ¢ it:sfies me.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. M. President, I
just want to clarify th: ; the figure of
$374 million excludes T :a: troops, U.S.
personnel costs and the ¢ :sis of air oper-
ations in Laos, north anc s uth. A mem-
ber of the staff has s¢ 4 the publicly
announced cost figure fo o-dnance for a
sortle in 1969 was $3,1-9 That is the
estimated ordnance cosi ¢: each sortie.
These are obviously estin i12s. They can-
not figure to a dollar wh :t it costs to fly
a plane and drop a bomb { 10 not believe
these estimates apply i: B-52 strikes.
They are much more ex; .t sive,

So, working those fig :r:s out, there
were approximately 10,0 ;¢ sorties each
month in 1971. In 1970 tl =21¢ were 14,000
sorties per month on ar :verage. By a
process of multiplicatior 33,190 multi-
plied by 14,000 a month {7+ 12 months
amounts to a total of §:33 million. In
1971 air operations hav cen running
at the rate of 10,000 sorti- 5 1 month, and
that works out to $382 n :l ion.

If that is a rough estin 12 of what the
air war costs, and we z ic that to the
ither costs, we
get some sense of perspec * ¢ of what we
are investing in the war : 1 _ao0s. It is no
small item.

When we add that to tier items, we
can see why we have a d ficit estimated
at $25 billion, a problem r our balance
of payments, and sc fortt .t is no secret
that the country is rapi I: moving to-
ward bankruptey. We c¢:r understand
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why when we see what we are spending
in Laos alone.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
Senator is clearly correct when he points
out what all these adventures are doing
o the health of our economy. If we do
not stop this growth, this self-appointed
rask since World War II of trying to
defend all the free world and finance——
nabysit—the free world, we are certain to
bankrupt this Government.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, first
1 want to commend the Senator from
Missouri. He has rendered a real service
in making known to the membership of
this body facts pertaining to a country in
which, in a sense, two wars are being
waged, and for doing so in a nonpartisan
and nonpolitical manner, thereby en-
hancing the education of all of us so that
we may be cognizant of what is occurring
in that remote land which is occupied by
a very simple people, a very happy peo-
ple—or they were a very happy people
before geography placed them in a most
difficult position. :

Mr. President, I move that the Senate
return to open legislative session and that
the gallery doors be opened.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if the
Senator will withhold his motion, I want
to join the majority leader in commend-
ing the Senator from Missouri. I know
how hard he has worked on this matter.
In working with the staff, he has spent
a great deal of time on if. I agree that it
is a great contribution to the work of the
Senate. I only hope the Senate will take
it seriously and seek to use it for the wel-
fare of our country as a whole.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, may
I thank the able majority leader and my
chairman, the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, for their unde-
served but very kind remarks. It has been
and is & privilege to work with and for
both of them on these matters which
have so much to do with the future se-
curity, prosperity and happiness of this
Nation.

“The report referred to previously is as
follows:

T.a08: APRIL 1971
(A staff report prepared for the use of the

Subcommittee on U.S. Securtly Agree-

ments and Commitments Abroad of the

Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S.

Henate)
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J. W. Fulbright, Arkansas, Chairman; John
Sparkman, Alabama; Mike Mansfield, Mon-
tana; Frank Church, Idaho; Stuart Syming-
ton, Missouri; Claiborne Pell, Rhode Island,
Gale W. McGee, Wyoming; Edmund 8. Mus-
kie, Maine; William B. Spong, Jr., Virginla;
George D. Aiken, Vermont; Karl E. Mundt,
Sputh Dakota; Clifford P. Case, New Jersey;
John Sherman Cooper, Kentucky; Jacob K.
Javits, New York; Hugh Scott, Pennsylvania;
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PREFACE

At o meeting in executive session on May
21, the Subcommittee on U.S. Security Agree-
ments and Commitments Abroad recelved a
report, classified “top secret,” from James (i
Loweristein and Richard M. Moose of the suk-
committee staff on a trip which they had
made to Laos on behalf of the subcommitte2.
The information contained in their repo:®
added considerably to the subcommittee™s
understanding of the nature and extent ot
the activities of the United Stetes in Laos.
I felt -hat the lmportance of this informaticn
was such that it should be brought to the
attenticn of the Senate and accordingly a
closed session was held for this purpose cn
June 7 at my request and with the concur-
rence of the chairman of the Forelgn Re-
lations Committee.

The staff of the subcommlttee has now re-
viewer the report with representatives of tr.e
Departments of State and Defense and the
Central Intelligence Agency. After consider-
able discussion of the basis and need for con-
tinued security classification of much of the
information in the report—a prrocess which
lasted 5 weeks—the representatives of the
executive branch agreed to publication of tha
repor- as now issued. Nevertheless, consider-
able information has been deleted at their
insistence.

While I do nct agree that the publicaticon
of some of the material which has been da-
leted from the report which follows wou.d
adversely affect our naticnal security, the fa1-
formation which does appear will give the
Amer:can public a far better picture of U.S.
involvement in Laos than can be found “:
any previous public government report.

STUART SYMINGTON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on United
States Security Agreements and Cori-
mitments Abroad, Commitiee on Fcr-
ign Relations.
1. Introduction

During our visit to Laos from April 22 to
May 4, 1971, we met with Ambassador Godley
and the senior and junior civilian officials
and military officers in the U.S. Mission. In
addition, one or both of us met with Prirae
Minister Souvanna Phoumsa,; the Foreign and
Defeuse Delegates and the Transport Minis-
ter; the Commander of Military Region V
and ~he Governor of Xiang Khouang Prov-
ince; the Pathet Lao representative in Vier-
tlane. reporters, teachers, and others In pi
vate iife; and a number of other Ambassa-
dors. We spent a weekend In Savannakhet
with the Ambassador and Chief of the ATD
Mission who were there to open an alrfield
duririg which time we visited the Air Opera-
tions Center, the {deleted ], the irregular force
base camp and the irregular training car:p
known as “Whiskey Three’; a day at the Long
Tieng™ base, the headquarters of General
Vang Pao, with whom we lunched, and st
Site 32, a village composed mostly of re-
settled Meo refugees which 1s north of the
Plain of Jars and is the only er.clave in that
area riot under Pathet Lao control; and a
day 1n Theiland at Udorn, visitiag the 7/13th
Air Force and the 1802 Joint Litison Detact:-
ment jdeleted], and at Nakhon Phanom Alr
Base visiting [deleted] which is the activ:ty
that runs the so-called electrcnic batt.e-
field in southern Laos.

1. Summary and general observation:

A. Most observers in Laos say that from
the railitary point of view the situation thure
is growing steadily worse and the initiat: ve
seems clearly to be in the hands of the
enemy. There are appsarently no plans Jor
retaking and holding any of the two-thirds
of tihe country no longer under governme:t
control but only a hope, not too firmly heid
in scme quarsers, that the one-third of Iao
terrizory now under governmert control can
contiriue to be held. Since Lam Son 719, mure
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Lao territory has come under enemy control,
and there are about three regiments more of
North Vietnamese forces in southern Laos
than there were before the Lam Son opera-
tion. U.S. air operations continue in both
northern Laos and in the south against the
Ho Chl Minh Trail. In both cases the number
of sorties this year is down in comparison
with last year, the_reduction being propor-
tionally greater in the north. The principal
reasons for this reduction are, first of all, the
fact thati fewer alrcraft are now available
because some squadrons are being rede-
ployed from Southeast Asia, and, second, the
additional demands lraposed on remaining
alrcraft by the situaticn in Cambodia. Since
February 1970 we have been using B-52s in
northern Laos on & regular basis, a fact the
Committee had not been told and that was
not made public until the open Committee
hearing at which the Under Secretary of
State testified on May 3. We are, however,
now flying about [deleted] times as many
B-52 sorties in southern Laos as in the
northern part of the country. The Royal Lao
Alr Force has doubled its sortie rate in the
past year, but the atirition rate of their
limited number of T-28 aircraft is high. We
are filling the gap. The “truck kill” rate of
North Vietnamese trucks is also high, having
reportedly reached the astronomical total of
over 100 a day in April of this year, but even
some U.S. military authorities in Southeast
Asla discount these figures, most by about 30
percent. And despite everything that is being
done in the air by the United States, and on
the ground by the South Vietnamese, Lao
and Cambodians, supplies continue to move
through Laos into Cambodia and South Viet-
nam. The Air Force claims that only about
one-third the quantity of supplies is getting
through this year compared to last year, but
others point out that the fact remains that
the North Vietnamese are moving sufficient
supplies through Laos to sustain their mili-
tary operations.

B. The war in Laos is run in most respects
by the Embassy in Vientiane. In fact, this
tndertaking seems to consume a considerable
portion of the time of the senior officers in
the Mission. The “Operations Meeting” at the
Embassy—which lasts from 9 a.m. to approxi-
raately 10:30 daily, including Saturday, and
at which the Ambassador presides—is devoted
in large part to detsiled briefings by the
Army and Air Attachés and the CIA Station
Chief which cover practicslly every military
engagement of the preceding 24 hours. Air
operations ‘are followed very closely, even
cdown to the types of ordnance employed, as
sre the details of the deployment and support
of Royal Lao Army and irregular forces.

C. The United States continues to train,
arm, and feed the Lan Army and Ailr Force
and to, train, advise, pay, support, and, to
z great extent, organize the irregular mili-
tary forces under the direction of the CIA.
The combat element of these irregular forces

. 1s about as large as the combat element of

the Royal Lao Army. These irregular forces
inciude not only the forces under General
Vang Pso's command in Military Region II,
but forces in every other military region of
Laos except the area immediately around
Vientiane. The cost of these irregular forces
has heen increasing every year, in part be-
cause as more territory has fallen under Pa-
thet Lao control it has become necessary to
rely increasingly on air transport and in
part because of the rising cost of ammuni-
tion. These Irregular forces have become the
cutting edge of the military, leaving the
Royal Lao Army as a force primarily devoted
to static defense.

D. [Delete.] In the past few months the
Chinese have increased their air defense
capabilities along the road they are building
in northern Laos. The road now reaches to
Ou River, marking the division of responsi-
bility between the Chinese and the North
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Vietnamese on the east, and is only some 45
miles from Pak Beng on the Mekong in the
west. The number of Chinese forces along
the road has increased from 6,000 two years
ago to between 14,000 and 20,000. The con-
centration of anti-aircraft and assoclated
radar installations along the road which has
been greatly increased in recent months,
makes this area one of the most heavily de-
fended in the world, The area around the
road, and north of it, is off-limits to U.S.
aircraft, and supposedly to Lao aircraft as
well, although it was bombed in January
1970 by two Lao Air Force planes. Whether
related or not, the buildup of anti-aircraft
facilitles followed this attack. .

E. The number of Thal in Laos, at the time
of our visit, was about [deleted]. Since then,
[deleted]. We were told that these “Irregular”
volunteers, as they are characterized by
Thal and American officials, are recruited
for service in Laos from outside the regular
Thal Army. They are sald to receive lower
pay and allowances than regular Thal Army
personnel [deleted]. The costs involved are
channeled through CIA, although U.S. offi-
cials told us that they thought some of the
funds come from the Defense Department
budget. As far as the future is concerned,
[deleted].

F. The Royal Lao Government continues to
be almost totally dependent on the United
States, perhaps more dependent on us than
any other government in the word, and this
dependence appears to be Incressing as the
war continues and the military situation
worsens. The cost of U.S. military assistance
to Laos has risen rapidly in the past few
months with the filscal year 1972 program
doubling since January, mostly as the result
of the rise in the cost of ammunition and
ordnance being supplied to both the Royal
Lao Army and Air Force and the irregular
forces and the higher rate at which this am-
munition and ordnance is being used. The
United States provides not only for all of
Laos’ defense needs but for day-to-day needs
as well. And on the political front, we gath-
ered from our conversations with various Lao
that it has been made plain to all opponents
of the present Prime Minister—primarily the
southern politiclans and generals-—that we
wish to see him continue in office and that
any change in government might jeopardize
continued U.S. support.

G. The Lao Government’s budget for the
current year is 18.3 billlon kip or, converted
to dollars at the official rate of 500 kip to the
dollar, $36.6 million. By contrast the partial
total of estimated U.S. expenditures in Laos
in fiscal year 1971 is $284.2 million, com-
posed of an estimated $162.2 million in mili-
tary assistance, $52 million in the AID pro-
gram and $[deleted] millions spent by CIA
exclusive of the Thai irregular costs. This
partial total of estimated U.S. expenditures
amounts to $141 per capita for the approxi-
mately 2 million Lao under government con-
trol compared with a per capita GNP esti-
mated at $66. Not included in the above U.S.
expenditure total are items such as the cost
of U.S. air operations in northern or south-
ern Laos or the cost of Thai irregulars in
Laos. The planned increase in fiscal year 1972
military assistance coupled with AID and
CIA expenditures at this year's level would
bring the total of these three programs up
to $374 million. So far as we can determine,
the only overall flgure ever released by the
executive branch for any category of current
ald to Laos is the $52 million estimate for
the AID program in fiscal year 1971, although
during the Symington subcommittee hear-
ings in 1969 the fiscal year 1971 military as-
sistance program was estimated at $80 mil-
Hon. In point of fact, we were told that the
actual final total for that year was $146.4
million, as noted in the section below on the
military assistance prograni.

H. U.S. activities in Laos show the inter-
locking relationship between all U.S. agencies

in Leos and all U.8. activities and commands
in Southeast Asia. Thus. (deleted]. The sortie
rate of U.S. tactical aireraft is kept at Udorn,
but this information does not include the
rates for B--52s or Navy aircraft. These figures
are Kept by 7th Air Force in Saigon. Within
Laos, the CIA trains and advises irregular
forces, but until last week AID had pro-
vided these forces with rice in Military Re-
gions I and II, while the military assistance
program, operated ostensibly under AID in
Laos, provides food and equipment to the
regular Lao Army. The U.S. Air Force flies the
planes that bomb the Ho Chi Minh Trail,
but much of their targeting information
comes from CIA and the final approval for
their missions at least in some cases, comes
from the Embassy.

I. Finally, there is an evident determina-
tion among U.S3. officlals in Laos to continue
to prosecute the war with only gradually re-
duced secrecy. It is argued, with regard to
air operations. that manyv of these places are

based in Thailand and are there pursuant to .

agreements with the Thai Government which
stipulate that [deleted|. As far as operations
of the irregular forces are concerned, some
say that CIA is not used to prosecuting a war
in public and does not see what purpose
would be served by doing so. Underlying
many of ‘these arguments for malntaining
secrecy is the feeling thas much of what the
Unlted States is doing does violate the Ge-
neva Agreements of 1962, and ancillary “un-
derstandings” thereto and :that while our
violations are justified by antecedent North
Vietnamese violations, putting our violations
on the publie record, while North Vietnam
continues to deny that it is violating the
agreements, would make it far more dificult,
If not impossible, to reactivate the provisions
of the 1962 agreements.

III. The military situation
A. General Description

Since last July, the enemy has extended
his control to the the western edge of the
Plain of Jars, past Muong Soui and Sam
Thong, while pushing further west in south-
ern Laos, taking Muong Phalane shortly after
Lam Son 719 ended. To the west of the area
in which South Vietnamese forces were ac-
tive during Lam Son 719 a whole new net-
work of trails has been constructed, al-
though the enemy continues to use the routes
in the area in which the Lam Son operation
took place. Enemy forces have put Increas-
ing pressure on the important towns of Seno
and Pakse, both of which are now only a few
kilometers from the area under enemy con-
trol. Virtually the entire Bolovens Plateau
areas is now held bv the North Viethamese,
the few remaining l.ao outposts on its west-
ern edge having been captured in the last
few days. In sum, over 60 percent of Laos is
no longer under Lao Government control.

The generally accepted figure for the en-
tire population for Laos has been 2.8 mil-
lion, although some dispute this figure and
claim that it is closer to 2 million. On the
basis of the 2.8 million figure, the Embassy
claims 2.1 million under government control,
although a publication issued by the AID
Mission sets the figure at 1.7 million.

In the weeks immediately preceding our
visit to Vientiane, Luang Prabang hag been

‘ under virtual siege. The airfield had been

rocketed and the enemy surrounded it on all
sides. During the time that we were there,
the enemy pulled back. indicating an inten-
tion not to take the royal capital. During the
same period, however, thev rocketed the prin-
cipal base at Long Tieng daily with rocket
attacks averaging 30 a week.

Trying to estimate enemy intentions is a
constant concern of American officials in
Vientlane as it is in Saigon, Phnom Penh,
and Bangkok. The prevailing assumptions at
the time of our vislt were that the North
Vietnamese and Pathet Lao would continue
the war in the north despite American and
Lao bombing; that thev could continue to

move supplies through Lac:
and South Vietham =zithou
rate, again regardless of the

fact could do in Laos pret: -

they wished during both we:
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ments of North Vietnamese forces—about
15.000 men—in southern Laos than there
before Larn Son 719 began, although some of
the enemy forces who fought in Laos during
that operation had returned to North Viet-
nam.

‘Deleted. |

Of the North Vietnamese in Laos, some
[deleted] are in infantry battalions; [de-
leted] in transportation, engineering, and
communications units; [deleted] in anti-
aircraft and artillery units; [deleted] In
Pathet Lao infantry battalions or as advisors
to such battalions; and {deleted] in armored
units. [Deleted.] In all, about 80 percent of
the North Vietnamese are in southern Laos
in Military Regions III and IV.

As for the Pathet Lao troops, [deleted]

are infantry battalions with some [deleted].

of these in Military Region I; [deleted] each
in Military Reglons IT and IV; [deleted] in
Military Region III (where North Viethamese
strength is particularly high); and [deleted]
in Military Region V. About 60 percent of all
Pathet Lsao forces—combat and support—
are in northern Laos.

The ratio of enemy killed to friendly killed
in action is far lower than the ratio released
for Vietnam. In the period from 1968
through the first 4 months of 1871, the ir-
regular forces lost 8,020 killed in action (of
which 6,873 were lost in Military Regions T
and II), while killing an estimated 22,726 of
the enemy. During this same period the
Royal Lao Army lost 3,664 killed in action,
while killing 8,522 of the enemy. The enemy
kill ratio is thus far higher for the irregular
forces. At the same time, however, the brunt
of irregular losses has fallen heavily upon
tribal groups such as the Meo, which is one
of the reasons why Thal irregulars have been
brought into Military Region II.

The North Vietnamese units are definitely
carrying the brunt of the fighting and tak-
ing most of the casualties, and most Pathet
Lao units have North Vietnamese cadre. It
seems to some observers that the North Viet-
namese are dellberately sparing the Pathet
Lao for the future when they will vie for
political control in Laos with non-Commu-
nist Lao forces whose numbers will have
been greatly reduced by war losses inflicted
by the far more numerocus North Vietnamese.
Durlng our stay in Vientiane, a number of
Pathet Lao, possibly as many as 200, were
reported to have “rallled” to the Govern-
ment side. Authorities In Vientiane were en-
deavoring to exploit these defections which
they believe, on grounds which were not al-
tozether ciear to some observers, to be indic-
ative of & “trend.”

I3. Chinese Forces

‘'he number of Chinese forces along the
road they are building in northern Laos has
Increased from between 6,000 and 8,000, the
figure given the subcommittee 2 years ago, to
somewhere between 14,000 and 20,000,

‘e Chinese have also moved in a heavy
new increment of radar-directed anti-aireraft
weapons, increasing the number by 100 in the
last 6 to 7 months to the present total of 395,
including for the first time guns of 85mm
and 100mm, the latter said to be effective up
tc 68.000 feet. Since early 1970, they have also
[deleted]. Of the Chinese troops along the
road, those who hold to the lower figure of
14,000 say that between 3,000 and 3,500 are
members of anti-aireraft crews and the rest
construction workers, while those who give
the higher estimate say that anti-aireraft
crews total 6,000 to 7,000.

A3 a result of recent work done on the road,
it will be a motorable all-weather surface
dual-lane highway by August all the way
from the Chinese border to Muong Huon, al-
though there has been no extension of the
read past Muong Huon since February 1970.
[n addition to upgrading earlier road con-
struction. the Chinese have, since November
1270, constructed eight small arms firing
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rang:s of a kind normally asscciated with
garrisons of ground troops as well as large
headquarters huildings and 66 baskethall
cour:s. There are 154 camps along the road.
The western branch of the road still ends 45
mile: from Pak Beng on the Mekong River,
some 20 miles from Thailand. On the eastern
leg ¢f the road, only a bridge cr ferry acr:ss
the River Ou needs to be bullt to connact
witk the road which has been reconstructed
from Dienbienphu into Laos.

W were told, on originally inquiring, that
ther: had been no provocation which wouid
acccant for the sudden buildup in anti-air-
craft defenses along the road. After further
inquiry, however, we learned that the Lac
Alr Force had bornbed the road at least twice,
In the most recent and important such .-
cidernt, two Lao T-28s from Luang Prabang
flew over the road in January 1970 aud
clained to have been fired upon by the Clii-
nese In theilr debriefing the pllots stated
they had then destroyed 10 trucks. This claim
couldd not be confirmed from later photog-
raplz. although the photograph did show
craters on the road. [ Deleted.]

1V. Air operations

U.i3, alr operations in Laos have declined ‘n
the course of the past year and are now below
the lzvel of the flrst 9 months of 1969. At that
time., the United States was flying abcut
[deleted] sorties a day in northern Laos and
{delcted] a day in southern Leos, a total of
400 -orties a day. One year ago, the average
daily rate was about 350 sorties-—[deleted] :n
nortitern Laos and [deleted] in southern
Laos [n April of this year, the rate averazed
about 340 sorties a day—[deleted] sortles a
day :n northern Laos and [deleted] a day :n
soutihern Laos, although during the last week
in Aporil, while we were in Laos, the sortie
rate averaged 282 a day—[deleted] in the
nort.1 and [deleted].in the south.

On February 18, 1970, the United Sta:es
bega.1 B-52 missions against northern Lacs.
The White Huose conflrmed in March 187
that one B-562 mission had taken place in
nonthern Laos, but thers had been no subse-
quen: disclosure that B-52's were bombing
nortliern Laos on a regular basis. In fact, the
Com:unittee had not been informed, even on
a classified basis, that B-562 raids had been
externcled to northern Laos, although several
time-. executive hranch witnesses were pro-
pared so to testify in executive session if
askedi. Our telegram frorn Vientiane reporting
on 1-52 operations in nonthern Laos was
relavyed to the Committee by the Department
on April 29, 1971. When Under Secretary [r-
win was asked about B-652s at the public hear-

ing «n May 3, he acknowledged the fact of

B-52 aperations in northern laos but sa:d
that he could not supply scriie figures s
these were not avallable in the State -
partment. It is interesing to note, in this con-
nection, that documents dealing with B-52
operitions in northern Laos are classified
“Top Secret” while B-52 operations in the
soutl: are considered “Secret.”

The figures we were given by the Embas:y
in Vientiane indicated that the B-52 sor:ie
rate . northern Laos is higher in 1971 than
it was in 1970. We were told in Vlentiane tr.at
in the first 4 months of 1971 there were [te-
letex! | B—52 sorties in northern l.aos and tXat
in &'! of 1970 there had been [deleted] B-52
sortl»s in northern Laos.* B-52 sorties in
northern Laos constitute a smaell percentese

farbsequently, in response =0 a questitn
in a: open Comraittee hearing on May 3,
the “Jrder Secretary of State said that rhe
did ot know how many B-52 sorties had
beer. flown in northern Laos in 1870 and 1£71
but wvould provide the figures. Under cover
of a top secret ietter dated June 10, 1971,
fror. Assistant Secretary of State Alsire,
the ‘izures given were [deleted] sonties :n
1970 and [deleted] as of May 1971-—indica -
ing @ lower sortie rate in 1971 than in 1970,

of total B-52 strikes in Laos, both north and
south. For all of Laocs B-52 strikes are now
average [deleted] to [deleted] a day.

The reported figures for the number of
North Vietnamese and Pathet Lao trucks
demaged or destroywd, are growing at a
geometric rate. We were told that, during the
first 29 days of Aprll, 69 trucks had been
destroyed and over 4,133 damaged in north-
ern Laos and over 4,850 destroyed and 1,155
damaged in southern Laos. For previous
vears, the figures given us for trucks de-
stroyed or damaged were 3,291 in 1967; 7,332
in 1968; 9,012 in 1969; and 12,368 in 1970.
These figures are not taken seriously by
most U.S. officials, even Alr Force officers,
who generally apply something on the order
of a 30 percent discount factor. One reason
why there is some skepticism about the truck
kills claimed by the Air Force is that the
total flgure for the last year greatly exceeds
the number of trucks believed by the Em-
hassy to be in all of Nonth Vietnam.

Truck kill and damage figures are arrived
at through a set of criteria developed by the
Alr Force. It is assumed, for example, that if
a truck is hit by a 40nmum shell it is destroyed
and that if the shell hits within 10 feet of
the truck it is damaged. One Air Force officer
told us that if the truck kill figures proved,
on further analysis, to be unrealistic, the
criteria would then be changed. Another
commented that he assumed that the North
Vietnamese were intelligent enough to set
off decoy explosions when trucks were being
attacked so0 that they would be counted as
destroyed or damaged even if not hit.

“Through put” figures, which refer to the
estimated number of tons transported into
South Vietnam or Cambodia by either trucks
or water-borne means, are kept at 7/13th
Alr Force. They vary widely with the season
and cannot take account of such unknown
factors as stockplling. In January and Feb-
ruary 1670, we were told, between 1,500 and
2,500 tons were estimated to be “in put” and
between 1,150 and 1,250 tons as “through
put” a week. In January and February 1971,
“in put” averaged between 2,000 and 3,300
tons a week while “through put” averaged
between 1356 and 200 tons a week. The figures
for the week of April 14-20 showed an “in
put” of 1,932 tons and a “through put” of
824 tons, a record figure for 1971. We were
told that the Lam Son operation had not
slowed the trend and that the seasonal trend
this year follows the same general pattern
as last year, although at a considerably lower
level. Last year 33 percent of the “in put” was
getting through. This year only 10 percent is
getting through. And in the course of the
first 4 months of this vear, 4,000 to 5,000 tons
have gotten through, which is exactly half
the amount that it is estimated got through
in the first 4 months of last year. These fig-
ures are regarded with considerable skepti-
cismm by some U.S. officials who point out
that as a matter of fnct, the North Vietna-
mese continue to be able to get the supplies
through to Cambodie and South Vietnam
that they require for the military operations
they are conducting.

* * * - *

The Royal Lao Air Force has more than
doubled the number of sorties flown in the
past year. One year ago they were flying
|deleted] sorties a month. Now the rate is
|deleted.] Of this total, about [deleted] are
28 bombing sorties and [deleted] are AC—
47 gunship sorties. The Royal Lao Air Force
has {deleted] AC-47 -and about [deleted]
"[-28s. Somewhere between [deleted] and
|deleted] of the T-28s were in commission
every day during our visit and available for
bombing missions. {Deleted] T-28s were re-
served for training and were kept at Udorn,
as were those being repaired. The Lao Air
Force has been promised [deleted | additional
T-28s through the military assistance pro-
gram by the end of this December. Ten of
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these are, however, borrowed from the Thai
Alr Force program and will have to be re-
turned or replaced.

We noticed that none of the Lao Air Force
T-28s we saw in Vientiane, Savannakhet,
Long Tieng, and Udorn were marked except
for serial numbers on the tail, a fact that
seemed to come as a surprise to some Amer-
ican officlals when it was mentioned. It seems
clear that this procedure would allow them
to be interchanged with other T--28s.

* * L * *

The sortie rate of the 7/13th Air Force
seems to provide a rough index to the in-
tensity of the alr war in Laos. In January
1970, monthly sortles in Laos reached a high
point of 14,000, of which about [deleted]
were In northern Laos and [deleted] in
southern Laos., The sortie rate 'then began
to decline, the rate of sorties in northern
Laos more rapidly thah the rate in southern
Laos, and total sorties in April of this year
were 8,299. The projection for the next fiscal
year is that the total wlll further decrease
to an authorized maximum of [deleted] a
month.

U.S. sorties in Laos are controlled by a
complicated set of “Rules of Engagement
and Operational Authorities.” These rules
seem to make it impossible for villages or
other nonmilitary targets to be bombed. In
brief, target information is developed either
by Royal Lao Army wunits. CIA irregular
units, electronic means, aerial visual recon-
nalssance, or photo intelligence. 7/13th or
Tth Air Force then selects targets and these
requests are passed to the mission in Vien-
tlane, Planned strikes are flrst reviewed by
the Air Attaché, or—for targets in southern
Laos outside the Traill area—by the Alr Oper-
ations Center at Savarnnakhet, and then
passed to a junior Foreign Service officer in
the Embassy (known locally as the “Bomb-
ing Officer”) for “validation’ or approval. He
checks proposals against the rules of en-
gagement and the latest aerial maps which
show nonmilitary “structures” in order to
make certain, for example, that the proposed
strikes are targeted more than 500 meters
from “active villages” (defined as one build-
ing, hut, or structure not validated by the
Embassy for a strike) and at least 500 meters
from friendly intelligence teams. If there is
any doubt in the Bombing Officer’s mind, he
passes the request on to the Deputy Chief
of Mission or Ambassador for final decision.
In 1970, 86 percent of all requests for tactical
air strikes, 76 percent of the requests for
B-52 strikes in northern Laos, and 70 per-
cent of the requests for strikes in special
operating areas, which are explained below,
were approved. When U.S. tactical aircraft
‘arrive over targets, they are controlled by
U.S. Forward Air Controllers accompanied by
Lao spotters.

B-52 strikes are directed against two cate-
gories of special operating areas: SOLOAS,
which are specially validated areas, and PAR
VELAS which are partially validated areas.
These special operating areas are, in. effect,
free flre zones. They are areas in which it
has been determined by the Embassy that
there 1s no civillan population or civilian
structure of any sort. SOLOAS are considered
to be validated without further clearance ex-
cept when napalm 1s used. PARVELAS re-
quire 72-hour advance notice to the Embassy.
At the time of our visit there were 11
SOLOAS and four PARVELAS.

There is one other kind of prevalidated
strike area known as a SOA (speclal oper-
ating area) in which tactical air strikes can
be made against any military target without
specific validation. In these areas the Em-
bassy has predetermined that there are no
“active villages.” Napalm masay be used within
the SOA for several kinds of targets, and
any type of ordnance approved for use in. Laos
may be jettisoned within the SOA, At present
one group of SOAs covers most of the Plain

of Jars plus Route 7 leading from North
Vietnam to the Plain.

The rules of engagement for U.S. air oper-
ations vary from one area of Laos t0 an-
other, In eastern Laos pllots have maximum
flexibility whereas in the far north, ad-
jacent to China, there are no U.S. combat
air operations. In fact, no U.S. alrcraft are
permitted to enter this area without Em-
bassy Vientiane, CINCPAC, and JCS ap-
proval. [Deleted. ]

American pilots who fly Forward Air Con-
trol missions do so out of five Air Operations
Centers. These are located in Vientiane,
Pakse, Savannakhet. Luang Prabang, and
Long Tieng. In theory each American For-
ward Air Controller has a Lao pilot in the
back seat who is there because he knows the
ground situation and can communicate with
ground Forward Air Guides. There are 53
Royal Lac Army Forward Air Guides and
129 from the irregular units spread through-
out all military regions.

Given the apparent stringency of these
rules of engagement, it is difficult to see
how roads with civilian trafiic, villages and
groups of civilians could have been bombed,
rocketed, or napalmed. It seems clear, how-
ever, although the rules are stricter now than
they were some years ago, that mistakes do
happen (especially when Forward Air Con-
trollers begin flying missions as soon as they
arrive at Laos): that some pllots have de-
liberately violated the rules of engagement,
expending ordnance agalnst unauthorized
targets (the town of Khang Khay being a
notable example); and that the system itself
is so complicated that 1t cannot possibly be
foolproof. Indeed, the effort to provide in the
rules of engagement for every contingency
appears to create obvious loopholes. One is
the rule which allows ground fire to be re-
turned virtually anywhere in Laos when a
U.S. plane is participating in a search and
rescue operation or is flying in support of
inflitrating or exfiltrating troops.

There are plenty of instances known to
American civilian employees who have been
in Laos for some years in which eivilian tar-
gets have been bombed. There is a certain
reluctance, especially on the part of the Air
Force, to admit that mistakes have happened
which tends to undermine the credibility of
official claims made about the infallibility of
the conduct of the air war in Laos. The
Embassy itself is quite insistent that the
rules are scrupulously observed. Yet it ap-
parently has no system for regular photo-
graphic review of the results of individual
strikes, although it can and does ask for
special photography if there is reason to be-
lieve a violation has occurred. We made sev-
eral attempts to obtain photographs of spe-
cific towns which we had been told had been
bombed. The Embassy was unable to produce
such photographs and neither was 7/13th
Alr Force. The Lao Ministry of Information
was reported to have photographs of bomb
damage on the Plain of Jars. In response to
its efforts to obtain copiles of these for us,
the Embassy was given only photographs of
sightseeing dignitaries and fuzzy distant
views of Xfeng Khouangville.

The Royal Lao Air Force is not bound by
the same rules of engagement and is theo-
retically free to do what it wishes, although
we were told that U.S. officials have sought
to do their best to influence the Lao to ad-
here to the same general principles. Never-
theless, Lao T-28 bombers have sattacked
towns, Saravane being a well-known case in
point, the Chinese road and other targets
that are clearly off-limits to U.S. aircraft.
As noted above, Lao T-28s are not marked so
some of these attacks may well be blamed on
the United States U.S. Forward Alr Con-
trollers have been able to assume control
over virtually all of the Lao Air Force sorties
in Military Reglons III, IV and V, but not.in
Milttary Regions I and II. Furthermore, Lao
Alr Force pilots are given special combat al-
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munition and ordnance. According to figures
glven us in Vientiane, these ammunition and
prdnance costs were $79.4 million in fiscal
year 1970, declined to $51.7 million {n fiscal
year 1971, but rose to $136.3 militon in fiscal
year 1972. Of that $136.3 million, the Royal
Lac Air Force is to receive $[deleted] million
{(compared to about half that amount in
Ascal vear 1971). and the irregulars will re-
guire an addition [deleted] million worth of
ammuntion. Incidentally, the other most
noticeable change in the program between
1970 and 1972 is the rise in operating costs
of the ILao Air Force from $74.3 million in
fiscal year 1970 to [deleted] million in fiscal
year 1972, reflecting costs of the {deleted]
T-28s to be provided the Lao by the end of
this calendar year.

Military assistance costs are thus rising
steeply, &5 they have throughout the pro-
gram. According to the figures we obtained
in Vientiane, the cost of the military assist-
ance program when it began in fiscal year
1963 was $11.9 million. That cost rose to $21.4
million in fiscal year 1964, $40.8 million in
fiscal year 1965, $59.7 mlillion in fiscal year
1966, $80.8 milllon in fiscal year 1967, $79.4
milllon in fiscal year 1968, $90.4 million in
fiscal year 1969, and—as explained above—
$146.4 million in fiscal year 1970, $162.2 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1971, and $252.1 million in
fisral year 1972. The cost of military assist-
ance thus doubled every year between flscal
year 1963 and filscal year 1965, doubled again
vetween fiscal year 1965 and flscal year 1967,
and in fiscal year 1972 it will be more than
three times as large as it was In fiscal year
1967 (and 25 times as large as it was when
it pegan 9 years ago) .

TThe military assistance program is designed
to.support & Defense Department “force goal”
recently increased from [deleted] to [de-
leted|. As noted above, Royal Lao Army and
Air Force strength is now [deleted].

‘The Royal Lao Air Force has some [de-
leted]| T-28s, [deleted) C-47Ts, [deleted] H-34
helicopters, and [deleted] small O-1 and U~
17 alrcraft. It is “authorized” [deleted] T-
28s. The rate of loss of T-28s has been ahout
[deleted] a year. although in this fiscal year
almost that many have already been lost. As
noted above, [deleted] new T-28s are sched-
uled to be provided between now and De-
cember, although 10 of these will go to the
Thai Air Force and replace the 10 now on
loan from that program.

& Al * L 3 *

‘I"he logistical functions of the military as-
sistance program are administered in Laos by
the AID Requirements Office rather than by
a MAAG as would normally be the case. This
device Is used in order to maintain the ap-
pearance of U.S. compliance with the prohi-
bition against foreign military advisory per-
sonnel contained in the 1962 Geneva Agree-
ments. The Requirements Office has 34 U.8.
direct hire employees, all of whom are former
military personnel but are now AID em-
ployees; 24 third country nationals; 93 local
employees: and 65 Flllpinos under contract
to Eastern Construction Co. In addition, there
are three Defense Department employees, 18
U.8. dependents three local employees, and
24 Filipinos under contract to the Eastern
Consgtruction Co. who run an English lan-
guage school for Lao military personnel, We
did not have the chance to hear how Lac who
have been taught English by a Filipino use
the language, but those who have say the end
product is often quite unique.

The Requirements Office has regional offices
in each military region where liaison work is
done with the Army and the Air Force. We
were told that there is not much emphasis
in the Requirements Office operation on end-
use checking bhecause, it was stated to us, a
Presidential waiver has been granted. (In
Cambodia, on the other hand, we had been
told that there has been no such waiver, and
end-use requirements thus continue to be
used as a justification by the Defense De-

partment in argutng for an increase in tr.e
size of the Military Equipment Delivery
Teams and more direct control over the mi’ -
itary assistance program by CINCPAC.)

In addition to the Requirements Office
personnel, Army Attaché personnel also work
with the Lao Army and Air Force In th=
militery regions. Of the 127 authorized Arm.
Attachs personnel, 24 are assistant Army
Attacass stationed In the five military rz2-
glons working with Royal Lao Army units.
In adcition to gathering information arc
doing some end-use checking, they perform
what seems to amount to an acdvisory fum:-
tion. Omne officer from the Army Attache
office is permanently detailed to USIS wher=
his jcb is to “publicize the Lao Governmernt
to the Lao peopte.” Incidentally, these Arm.y
personnel wear uniforms in the field and are
referredt to by rank. The Air Force personne!
in the Alr Operations Centers do not we:nr
uniforms, are called “Mister” and say they
are w:th the AID Mission if asked.

VI. CIA activities
A. Lao Irregular Forces

The most effective military force in Laos
is not the Royal Lao Army, but the force
known previously as the Armée Clandestire,
then as the SGU (for Special Guerrilla Units)
and now as the BGs (for the French term
Bataillons Guerriers). The BG units are
part of the irregular forces which are tralned,
equipped, supported, advised, and, t0 a
great extent, organized by the CIA. The
BG units have become the cutting edge =T
the Lao military forces, as one U.S. officizl
put i:. The Roya! Lao Army forces are co:-
centrated near centers of population, lines
of communication, depots, and airflelds and
in fact 3,000 members of the Army, or over
5 percent of the force, is tled up in stralght
guarc duty.

Roval Lao Army units are sll controllzi
by incividual military region commanders
who are frequently likened to warlords, We
were told that Vientiane authorities are th s
not at liberty to move them from one reglon
to another as the overall milttary situation
may require. Apparently each such move
requires negotiation with regional authcr-
ities. The BG units, because o the Amer;-
can connection, are relatively free from such
constraints. We were told, for example, that
at the outset of the recent crisls in Luang
Prabzrg, the Prime Minister asked for ir-
reguiar units to defend the capital. The re-
quest was refused, and the Prime Minister
was compelled to negotinte with the regional
commaenders in order to increase the forces
arounid Luang Prabang. 'The Prime Ministe:'s
success in this negotiation was cited as un
indication of a growing sense of national re-
sponsibility on the part of regional military
and political figures or, at least, as a mar -
festa~ion of their devotion to the Kking.

In addition to the greater flexibility with
which they may be used, the irregular forces
are considered by American officials to be
better disciplined and more capable of co:-
ducting independent unit operations, It
the B¢ units that do most of the day-t-
day patrolling, ambushing, and attacki::
throughout the ¢ountry. As for other irreg:
lar units, [deleted], self-defenise units orga-
nize the defense of villages and commanzio
teams: go out to destroy trucks ind supplies
and ambush troops.

All of those in the BG units are volunteecrs
(referred to by the Americans in charge of
the programs as “assets”) with the excepti.n
of scme 1,500 cadre personnel and officers
from the Royal Lac Army. The CIA supervises
the operation closely and claims that, [de-
leted {, the irregular units receive the ratio=s
and pay due them. Also unlike the Royul
Lao Army, they are guaranteed evacuati>n
by Air America helicoprers and subsequert
medical care, which for at least some of them
is In a U.S. fleld hospital at the Royal Tk
Ailr Frce base at Udorn, Thailand. CIA “'Caze

@
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Officers” supervise the training and advise
on operations of these irregular units, but we
were told that they dc no accompany them
on operations.

BG units and other supported para-
military and intelligence units exist not only
in Military Reglon TI, where they first began
as a force of Meo tribesmen under General
Vang Pao, but in every military region, ex-
cept Military Region V around Vientlane.
There are [deleted] in Mtilitary Region I,
{deleted] in Milltary Reglon II, [deleted]
in Military Region INI, and [deleted] in
Military region IV. About 38 percent of ir-
regulars are thus in Military Region
IX. In fiscal year 1967, the Iirregular
forces totaled 37,800. Their strength rose to
39,800 in fiscal year 1989, but then dropped
to present totals by March of this year. The
authorized force level for U.S. support is
[deleted]. The size of the Iirregular forces
has been reduced since fiscal year 1969 be-
cause of attrition, principally desertion,
heavy casualties, and the financial restraints
incurred by budgetary limitations. We were
told that the costs of these forces have gone
up as increased comibat activity resulted
in the expenditure of more ordnance and be-
cause of the necessity to rely more and more
on air transport as more Lao ter-
ritory has fallen undec enemy control. The
CIA budget for the Lao irregulars was [de-
leted] million in fiscal year 1969. This year,
we were told in Vientiane, it is expected to be
about $[{deleted] million. This figure does not
include the costs connected with the Thal
irregulars.

B. Thai Forces

At the time of our visit to Long Tieng on
April 28, there were [deleted] Thal there, at
the nearby base of Sam Thong, and at Hill
1663 near Sam Thong. (There was also a
small Thal team of [deleted] men at Nam
Yu in Military Region I.) The Thal irregulars
are under [deleted] and the overall command
of General Vang Pao, Commander of Mili-
tary Region II. Of these [deleted].

Most of the irregulars have been recruited,
we were told, as a “volunteer force” outside
the Thal Army, although [deleted]. The Thal
frregular program developed during the past
year and was designed by the CIA specifically
along the lines of the irregular program in
Laos. The CIA supervises and pays for the
training of these irregulars in Thailland and
provides their salary, allowances (including
death benefits), and operational costs in
Laos. We were told that the details of the
funding were not known in Vientiane, as all
of this bwokkeeping is done in Washington.
We were also told, however, that some of the
funds probably come from the Defense De-
partment budget. The pay and allowances of
the Thal irregulars are saild to be less than
those of regular Thal Army personnel [de-
loted]. The Thal irregulars. are transported
from Thalland to Laos by Ailr America and
are returned to Thailand when thelr tours
are up again by Air America. We were told
that the Embassy wanted to [deleted] the
{deleted| with [deleted] because the [de-
leted] were more mobile and thus “could do
things the others could not do.” As for the
future, {deleted]. The need for Thai “volun-
teers” results from the fact that the military
manpower base in Laos is estimated to be
114,765 and the Lao Army, neutralist army,
irregulars and Pathet Lao all must draw from
this base which is now exhausted. (General
Vang Pao’s forces, for example, have suffered
3,272 killed and 5,426 wounded since 1967; as
a result 40 percent of his forces are no longer
Meo but Lao Thung). Thus additional mili-
tary manpower can ouly come outside Laos.
Estimates of the number of additional [de-
leted]. We also understan<d that there have
been intermittent discussions regarding the
rossibility of [deleted]

Incidentally, we asked what motivated
Thai to volunteer for the irregular forces in
Laos in light of the heavy losses they have
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suffered. We were told that the prinecipal
motivation was [deleted].

C. [Deleted]
D. Secrecy

The irregular force carnps continue to be
kept behind a barrier of strict official secrecy.
This applies particularly to the principal
camp at Long Tieng, Reporters are not per-
mitted on either Air America, Continental,
Laos Alr Force, or civillan planes which land,
or which even might land, at Long Tieng air-
port, the only means of reaching the camp.
Every nonofiicial American or Lao who wishes
to fly to Long Tieng must have written per-
mission from General Vang Pao, and passen-
gers are checked both getting on and getting
off planes. In fact, a few chosen reporters
have been allowed to visit Long Tieng but
they have been swarn to secrecy.

The principal arguments we heard for the
need to continue to maintain secrecy were
these: first, that Cleneral Vang Pao does not
want to allow the press to visit because his
military security would be compromised; sec-
ond, that if reporters were permitted to visit
Long Tieng, they would concentrate on the
role of the United States, overlooking Vang
Pao’s contribution; third, that CIA is & clan-
destine organization not used to operating in
the open and that its operations in other
parts of the world might be compromised if
the techniques and individuals involved in
Laos were to become known; fourth, that
were U.S. activitles publicized, the United
States would be accused of violating the Ge-
neva Agreements of 1962 and it would thus
be more difficult to re-establish the Geneva
Agreements as a framework for a future set-
tlement in Laos; and fifth, that the detalls
of the Thal presence would become known
which would [deleted].

VII. The AID program

The total Lao budget for this year is 18.3
billion kip or $36.6 million. The estimated
total of U.S. economic assistance to Laos in
fiscal year 1971 is $62.036 raillion, a total that
has been about the same since flscal year
1969 when it dropped from the higher totals
of fiscal year 1967 and fiscal year 1968.

The scope of the AID program covers Vvir-
tually every aspect of Lao civil administra-
tion. As a publication of the AID Mission in
Laos states, there are 24 broad brojects in-
volving various fields, 145 activities going on
to Implement these programs, and some 550
different individual jobs,

The broad categories of the AID program
are economic stabilization (the Foreign Ex-
change Operations Fund which offsets the
effect of the Lao Government's budget defi-
cit), programs related to security (such as
agsistance to refugees, medical assistance,
and air transport), the maintenance of gov-
ernmental services (such as hogpital opera-
tion, dam repair, school building, teacher
training, public adrministration, police train-
ing, and highway ‘maintenance), soclal in-
frastructure (such as edueation and nurse
training), and economic development (such
projects as rice production, fisheries, agri-
cultural research, Irrigation, power, indus-
try, and roads).

W * * * ]

Points of interest from the ATD publica-
tion “Facts on Foreign Ald to Laos":

(@) The government obtains 50 percent of
its foreign exchange from the Foreign Ex-
change Operation Fund, Contributions to the
fund totaled $22.4 milllon in 1969, the last
year for which figures were published, of
which the United States contributed between
$16.1 million and $18 million, depending on
which, set of ATD figures is accepted. At a
minimum, in any case, the United States
contributed 72.5 percent of the foreign ex-
change provided. The other contributors
were Japan with 82 million, France with #1.7
milllon (although it 1s said that the French
have a special arrangement with the Pund

which permits them to rernove foreign ex-
change so that their contribution is often
less than 1t appears to be), the United King-
dom with #1.7 million, and Australia with
$0.7 million. When the Fund was originally
established in 1864, with a total contribution
of $7.8 million, the United States provided
51.3 percent of the total. That percentage has
gradually increased and has been over 70
percent since 1967.

(b) The Lao have recently had to expend
an estimated 34.5 million in foreign exchange
each year to Import rice, the production of
which began to decline in 1960.

(¢) Exports were valued at 82 million and
imports at $42.2 million in 1968. The United
States was the principal source of imports
in the first half of 1970, providing about 34
percent of total imports, followed by Indo-
nesla and Thailand. each with about 19
percent, Japan with 11 percent, and France
with 9 percent. Since independence, the
trade deflcit of Laos has always been financed
by foreign economic assistance. In 1969, 67
percent of the country’s imports were fl-
nanced by the Commodity Import Program

of the United States and by the Foreign Ex-.

change Operations Fund,

(d) Lao budgetary expenditures for se-
curity last year equaled total government
receipts.

(e) Over two-thirds of budget revenues
are derived from customs duties and more
than half of this sum comes from duties
on gold. Direct texes provide less than 10
percent of the total revenue.

(f) The literacy rate in Laos is 20 percent
compared to 41 percent in Cambodia, 60 per-
cent in South Vietnam. and 68 percent in
Thailand.

(9) The United States has constructed or
improved 3,272 kilometers of road, which is
slightly less than half of the total road net-
work of 6,392 kilometers of asphalt, gravel,
or laterite and earth roads in Laos.

() In any given year 25,000 to 30,000 peo-
ple become refugees in Laos. The Royal Lao
Government estimates that since 1964 over
600,000 people have been displaced by the
war. The number of refugees “supported by
the government,” to use the phrase found
in the AID publication, rose from about
108,000 in January 1863 to 275,000 in January
1970 and declined somewhat by May 1 to
257,800. (While refugees depend on the gov-
ernment for suppart, the government in
turn depends on the United States for sup-
port. In fiscal year 1971, the United States
provided $17.3 million for refugee relief. U.S.
aircraft drop approximately 50 tons of rice
each day at a total of 120 drop sites for refu-
gee use, and at an air delivery cost of $58
a ton which is about equal to the original
price of the rice, and the Public Law 480
food donation has risen from 3,700 metric
tons In fiscal year 1968 to 9,800 in fiscal year
1971.)

(i) AID has constructed 76 percent of the
total number of elementary classrooms in
Liaos, 100 percent of the teacher training
schools, and 22 percent of the secondary
schools. In all, 88 percent of the students
enrolled in schools in Taos attend schools
which have received U.S. assistance,

(J) Economic assistance from other coun-
tries has been at an annual amount con-
siderably less than that contributed by the
United States. The Nam Ngum Dam is de-
scribed in the AID publication as a regional
project implemented under the auspices of
the Mekong Committee and financed by
grants from a conscrtium of nine donor na-
tions. The donations total $28.6 million, but
of this amount the United States has con-
tributed $15.6 million. The Astan Develop-
ment Bank has granted Laos $250,000 for a
feasibility study of agricultural activities and
& $973,000 loan for an irrigation project. The
total assistance from U.N. agencles amounted
to $068,000 in calendar year 1970. France,
which contributes the second largest amount
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of foreign assistance to La s is now giving
between $6 and 87 million . 1=ar, most of it
for. technical and edueatic:n:i institutions.
British assistance has dror . from a pre-
vious high point of §6 mill :n to about $2.5
million annually, of which : . million is the
British contribution to the ‘o eign Exchange
Operations Fund. Japan p > ided, in 1970,
$1.7 million to the Foreign :s-hange Opera-
tions Fund, $500,000 wort - agricultural
equipment and $30,000 wor 1 of humanitar-
ian assistance for refugees. ‘u-tralian assist-
ance had reached an annua! e vel of $1.2 mil-
lion by 1970 including a & ‘¥ 000 contribu-
tion to the stabilization fur '. West Germany
has loaned the Royal Lao G -vi-rnment 6 mil-
lion DM for the Vientiane p wer distribu-
tion system. Canada, Thalla :¢ New Zealand,
and India have provided I ss'r amounts of
assistance.
L] L] * * *

In addition to its own a-nvities in Laos,
AID provides support for bty CIA and the
military assistance prograr The AID food
distribution program. for e .a uple, feeds ir-
regular military units as w1 as thelr fam-
ilies who often are nearby i - efugee camps.
Until recently, this progra: = 1ad also been
totally funded by AID, but 't is now funded
almost entirely by the Deft s Department.
As noted earlier, both th - .r operations
branch and the Requireme ‘t: Office of AID
are heavily involved In m titary programs.
While visiting Savannakhet « - learned that
the airport which was bein : iedicated that
weekend as an AID public w :r«xs project had,
in fact, been funded frorr I'epartment of
Defense appropriations.

VIII. Miscellaneou ; oints

A. In the subcommittee 2 rings in 1969,
the number of US. perso .nl as of Sep-
tember 30 totaled 891. Of tk s .otal, 558 were
so-called direct hire and 3: 31 were contract
personnel. In his speech o1 Idarch 6, 1970,
the President gave a total f 1,040 consist-
ing of 616 direct hire and 4 4 contract. The
figures we were given total t: ‘t:veen 1,143 and
1,231, Every set of figures e received, and
they were given to us seve . times in the
course of our stay, showed 5:3 direct hire,
but the number of contract .-sonnel varied
from 480 to 568. We notice: 1aat the num-
ber of Air America personne \as now some-
where between 276 and 415 The flgures we
were given covered the full : .r ge. The figure
we were given for direct hir ..ID employees
ranged from 330 to 395. It s¢ :n.ed clear to us
that there is considerable ¢ .r fusion in ac-
counting for the number . © Americans in
Laos, and that the various c .tegories of peo-
ple are shifted to keep the 11 mbers as low
as possible. In all fairness : =.ould be said
that the highest version of v .r1»us eategories
include CIA personne! who 1 st be hidden
In various components of t: @ mission staff,
which may well account for . ore of the con-
fusion, and that the varic is contract ar-
rangements also make it ¢ Fult to cate-
gorize some personnel.

B. The mission does not ser :v; to have made
much of an effort to keep ¢ r-cord of what
factors have been responstb ¢ for “generat-
ing"” refugees. As a result, h«y are unable
to provide proof to counter -1 egations that
most refugees are generated | 7 J.5. bombing,
Some of the officers who werk in the refu-
gee aflalrs sectlon of AID, 1 ny of whom
have been in the country ic. years, esti-
mate that between 2 to 5 pe =¢ 1t are due to
the bombing. They say thar 31 ¢ rest of the
refugees have come out beca :si of their dis-
like of the North Vietnames =nd their fear
of general military activity, t 12 most dreaded
aspect of which is the bom .ir.g. They also
say that in the northeast a0t 30 percent
of the population has chose - ‘o remain In
Pathet Lao territory while .0 percent has
spot surveys that have been ‘o ducted tend
left. On the other hand, t' 2 few on-the-
to put more weight on elthe: t.ec experience
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of bombing, or the fear of bombing, as a
reason for moving. Certainly that was the
principal reason given by a group of refu-
gees with whom we talked outside of Seno,
only a few miles, incidentally, west of Dong
Hene captured by the enemy 10 days after we
teft Laos.

Those who work most closely with the
refugee problem are particularly concerned
about the fate of the refugees from the tribal
areas, such as the Meo. There appears to be
little prospect of these people returning to
their native areas, and although they have
paid a heavy price in lives to defend their
homelands against the North Vietnamese—
thereby defending the capital and the Vien-
tiane plain as well—the minority people con-
tinue to be looked down upon by the ethnic
fao who control the Government. Some
Americans belleve that the situation of the
minority peoples pose a potentially serious
problem as more of them come to recognize
what little security the government in Vien-
tiane. affords to them.

. The Embassy in Vientiane told us that
the latest figures that they have for U.S.
personnel missing in Laos as of January 19,
1971, showed 232 U.S. personnel, including
one Air America pilot, missing since April 1,
1965. There 15 no firm evidence, according to
CIA, that any of these men are being held
prisoner in Laos by either the North Viet-
namese or the Pathet Lao. The Pathet Lao
representative told us that Prince Soupha-
nouvong had stated recently that the Pathet
Lao were holding prisoners, including some
Americans, and that these prisoners were
being held in a safe place. We asked him it
a list of the prisoners could be obtained,
pointing out that the North Vietnamese had
provided such a list. He sald that the North
Vietnamese had not provided a list until after
the bombing had stopped and that the Pathet
Lao, similarly, would not do so as long as
the bombing continued.

i). The Royal Lao Government is holding
92 North Vietnamese prisoners of war. The
number of North Vietnamese prisoners taken
has thus been low In proportion to the num-
ber killed and wounded. There were 17 pris-
oners taken in 1968, 15 in 1969, 26 in 1870,
and 15 in 1971. Similarly, there have been
few North Vietnamese “ralliers”; that Is,
those who have come over to the other side.
These ralllers totaled 17 in 1968, 15 in 1969,
18 in 1970, and two in 1971. By comparison,
there were 725 Pathet Lao prisoners taken in
1968, 1,213 in 1969, 412 in 1970, and 144 In
1971. Similarly, there have been far more
Pathet Lao ralliers—270 in 1968, 401 in 1969,
174 in 1970, and 239 in 1971. The explanation
given for the low number of North Vietnam-
ese prisoners is that the North Vietnamese
prefer to commit suicide rather than permit
themselves to be captured. We also heard
reports, however, that the Lac sometimes
shoot North Vietnamese wounded prisoners,
especially when Lao forces are in retreat.

Last year there were discussions between
the Lao and South Vietnamese governments
about turning over North Vietnamese prison-
ers in Laos to South Vietnam. The decision
was made not to do so. The United States
took no position in these discussions except
to say that it would-assist both goverments
in whatever decision was reached.

#. The table of Instructions sent by the
State and Defense Departments about our
trip asked our Embassies in any country vis-
ited to be frank and forthcoming and to
avoid confrontation at all costs but stipu-
lated four subjects which were not to be
discussed with us. There were: (1) the de-
pioyment of nuclear weapons; (2) military
contingency plans or military rules of en-
gagement past, present or proposed, inciud-
ing the operational detalls of joint integrated
air defense, (3) the operational details of
sensitive operations, the disclosure of which
would clearly jeopardize the safety of
U.8. forces, and (4) military assistance

program plans  and programs beyor.d
fiscal year 1972 (In connection with which
the Fmbassy was Instructed tc say, If the
subject arose, zhat no decision had been
taken beyond 1972). The instructions alio
sald that no documentation should be pro-
vided and that if documentation were ra-
quested. guidance should be sought from
Washington. In summary, the cable noted
that our approach “will likely be that 5f
participants in an adversary process.”
. Deleted.]
I1X. Future prospects

No one we met in Laos, American or Lao,
seems to have a prescription fcr the future
other than to continue to do what is being
done now. Some observers pointed out to “is
that, ia the long run, the odds are heaviiy
against defending Laos, given the advantages
the North Vietnamese enjoy. These are a
1,300-mile front along which they can at-
tack; short, well-developed ard increasingly
heaviiy defended supply lines; & sanctuary
largely safe from direct attack; a population
10 times that of Laos; and & larger, more ex-
perienced and better motivated ermy. In their
more optimistic moments Lao ar.d Americans,
as well as meet western observers, express2d
a guarded belief that the Lac will be akble
to clirg to what remains of their territcry
until the war ends in Vietnam, believing that
the war in Vietnam will end in an agrecd
settlement in which the great powers will
partizipate and that this settlement will
lead to a similar resolution of the situaticn
in Lacs.

There Is a sporadic dialogue between toe
Pathet Lao and Lao QGovernments, and a
Pathet Lao representative has arrived in
Vientiane within the past week to present
new proposals. But these new proposals ere
apperently harder than previous proposils
and nclude a demand for a bombing cessa-
tion throughout Laos—not just in parts of
as previous demnands—before taiks
can begin.

Thus, the prospect of negot.ations seems
slim indeed. In the first place, the Pathiet
Lao snd North Vietnamese are In the
strongest military position they have ever
enjoved, and it is difficalt to imagine what,
from their poirt of view, they might gain by
a compromise which did not bring an end o
U.S. bombing of the Trail. In the second
place. as long as we continue to provide the
Lao with the means for continuing the war,
even though at a high cost to us in morney
and an exorbitant cost to ther. in lives, and
as long as the leaders of Laos see no crucial
need :o negotiate, the initiative for a pcli-
tical settlement will not come from the Lao.
The latest series of attacks all along the line
in Laos may, however, force Lao leaders ‘o
alter vheir attitude toward negotiation, par-
ticularly 1f additional American or Thai halp
is not, fortheoming. Finally, &s far as U S.
policy s concerned, it is quite apparent that
many American officials regard the continued
prosecution of the war in Laos as an essen-
tial adjunct of cour current military strategy
in Vietnam because, in their view, it ties
dowii two or more North Vieinamese divi-
slons and permits us to explolt Lao terri-
tory to Interdict the Trail, thereby buy.ng
time for Vietnamizaticn. In this sense, wve
are indeed using the Lao for our own pir-
poses at an increasingly heavy cost to them
in lives and territory. At the same time, 17.S.
offic:als also believe that 1f US. alr activities
in Laos were stopped, the military situation
would be even more serious ia Mlltary Tie-
glons II, III, and IV and that all of Military
Region TI, inciudlng the vital base at Long
Tier.g, could be lost.

The Thal irregulars constitute a new cc:n-
plicating factor, one not yet fully acknowl-
edged by some accustomed to dealing with
Laos within the context of an Indochina war.
Some observers polnted out to us, however,
that 't would seem to follow from the pres-
ence of these Thal in a key strategic loca-
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tion in Laos that the Thai will inevitably be
parties to any negotiation with the North
Vietnamese, the issue for them being the
line demarcating areas of influence in Laos.
And in connection with areas of influence,
it was pointed out to us that the practical
effect of the Chinese road is that the Chinese
border has already besn shifted southward
to encompass a substantial portion of north-
ern Laos.

Both the Royal Lac Government and the
United States Government seem to conslder
themselves tied lnextricably to the concept
of the 1962 Geneva, Agreements. Prince Min-
ister Souvanna Phouma indicated in his con-
versation with us that he regards these agree-
ments as a commitment on the part of the
great powers in general, and the United
States in particular, to provide military as-
sistance and financial support. He also seems
to view the agreements as a pattern for the
fature. It is difficult for some observers to
see how agreements violated so blatantly, by
both parties, can be regarded as a realistic
basis for a future settlement when they have
not accomplished this end so far. Yet the
statement 1s persistently heard in Vien-
tiane—from both Lao and United States offi-
cials—that the Geneva Agreements of 1962
can be implemented after the war in Viet-
nam is settled or in conjunction with a set-
tlement. And no one seems willing to admit
the possibility that there may be no final
settlement but merely a continuation of the
war in Vietnam, though perhaps.at a some-
what reduced level.

If there 1s no settlement in Vietnam and
the war also continues in.Laos, Laos will re-
raain a hostage avallable to the North Viet-
namese should they wish to draw American
asirpower away from Cambodia and South
Vietnam, embarrass the United States,
threaten Thalland or bring the Chinese into
closer involvement. FPerhaps the only real
protection the Lao have is whatever limits
the North Vietnamese wish to place on them-
selves. Some U.S. officials belleve that these
limits include not taking over the whole
country but continuing to use Lao territory
as a supply route whije assisting the Pathet
Lao as a political-—as well as military—-force
with the final objective of a partitioned Laos
in which the eastern portion will be governed
by the Pathet Lao and the western portion by
& regime not unsympathetic to North Viet-
nam. Meanwhile, the area under government
control shrinks steadily, the cost to the
United States rises, the Pathet Lao consoli-
date thelr hold on territories no longer un-
der government control and the Lac Govern-
ment’s professed policy of neutralism con-
tinues to hang by the single human thread
of Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma. He, in
turn, seems to be increasingly isolated from
other powerful political figures in his coun-
try who wish to involve the United States, or
the Thal, even further in the defense of
what remains of their country, knowing that
they cannot possibly defend it themselves.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Montana.

(The motion was agreed to, and, at
4:34 pm., the doors of the Chamber
were opened.) i

-’,-’—'4

b2

AMERICAN INDIANS MUST NOT
STOP RUNNING

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, Amer-
ican Indians are the poorest of the poor.
Our national policy toward the American
Indian has been a disgrace. The pattern
has been the same with few exceptions.
‘We took their land and confined them
to reservations which often could not
sustain them. With attention focusing on
the problems of the Indians as never be-
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ponng close them and lay the blame on us.”

Another USW local president, Morros
Brummitt, who heads an.11,000-man local at
Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp.’s Aliquipps, Pa.,
mill, says company negotiators warned of
such closings. ‘“They sald that they had mar-
ginal operations and that an unacceptable
contract would cause them to phase out
some plants or departments,” he says. An-
other J&L local chlef quotes company bar-
gainers as saying, “If you force us to put
too much money in, it may forece us to close
down.”

Industry officials don't dispute predictions
of mill closings. “I'know we have some open-
hearth capacity that ‘will never come back on
again,” says one management man, Steel fi-
nanclal analysts agree. “More and more of
the old mills are going to be phased out,”
says one Wall Street source,

Some industry men see a repeat of the cut-
backs of the early 1960s, when steel remand
slumped after the industry had taken o 116-
day strike in 1969. In 1960, for instance, U.S.
Steel announced “temporary” closedowns of
steel-making facilities at Donora and Clair-
ton, Pa. Those old Monongahela Valley facil-
ities were "“temporarily” idle for about two
years-—and then were permanently shuttered.

Albert T. Delsandro, who lost his mill job
in Donora and now is the mayor there,
remembers how it was. “It is a staggering
blow to the economy of the town” to have
about 1,700 jobs wiped out, he says. “I wish
the other steel communities a lot of luck,
because it is a tough blow.”

In Youngstown, where U.S. Steel last month
‘“temporarily” closed 1its 2,700-man Ohio
Works due to lagging orders, USW local of-
ficlals were so worriecl the plant would never
reopen that they mobilized some political
muscle against U.S. Steel. Responding to
their appeals, their Congressman, Charles
Carney, confirms that he persuaded Rep.
Wilbur Mills, head of the House Ways and
Means Committee, to extract a pledge from
U.B. Steel chairman Edwin H. Gott that the
closing would in fact be termnporary. Says Al
Wellington, a vice president of the USW local
at the Ohio Works: “Now that we have the
word of such honorable people (as Messrs,
Mills and Gott) we feel we have a chance to
start up again.”

Besides closely scrutinizing their own
operations for possible pruning, at least some
steelmakers may begin eyeing each other as
merger partners, financial analysts believe.
They say that such consolidations may be
the only way to save the industry's weakest
companies.

“If the Natlonal-Granite City deal goes
through, I think you are going to find other
mergers occurring inl the industry,” says Ted
Gerken, vice president at Laird Inc., a New
York-based brokerage house. “It would be
very good for the industry, because steel
companies all over the world are doing it”
and presenting a more formidable competi-
tive threat, he asserts.

A top official of the Steelworkers Union
agrees. “I think there may he toco many
steel companies,” he says. “I think you'll see
some mergers.”

A prospect more threatening to the union,
however, is the increased possibility that
American steelmskers will try establishing
mills abroad. One big steel company looking
into the possibility of a foreign mill concedes
that anticipation of a major labor cost in-
crease here was one reason for exploring the
ides.

Armco Steel Corp. Is far along oh an in-
vestigation of bullding a mill in Australia
that would ship semifinished steel to the
U.S. for final processing. “Armeo is convinced
that good management dictates a move over-
seas for the production o©f semi-finished
stéel,” says an executive. This proposition
has “passed the ‘whether’ stage—it's only
a question of when such a move will be
made,” he adds. Though Armco isn't dis-
closing its timetable, observers believe the

costly labor settlement will increase its in-
terest, and that of other producers, in over-
seas producion. Such a move, of course, would
take jobs from the U.S. and threaten losses
in the ranks of the USW.

USW officials concede they face a declining
membership in the basic steel industry.
“There will be fewer steelworkers,” says one
top official. Mill employment has been dwind-
ling for many years. The steel industry’s
average number of hourly workers dropped
to 403,000 last year from 458,000 in 1965. The
USW has been able to offset this drop in its
major membership group by enrolling more
members in non-steel industries and absorb-
ing some smaller unions; currently, it has
more than 1.2 million members.

! THE DECLASSIFIED SUBCOMMITTEE
STAFF REPORT ON LAOS

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment released yesterday in connection
with the publication of a report on Laos
by the staff of the Subcommittee on U.S.
Security Agreements and Commitments
Abroad be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

THE DECLASSIFIED SUBCOMMITTEE STAFF

R¥PORT ON LAOS

I am releasing today the sanitized text of a
report, entitled “Laos: April 1971,” prepared
by the Staff of the Subcommittee on United
States Security Agreements and Commit-
ments Abroad. The report, originally classi-
fied Top Secret, was presented at an exec-
utive session of the Subcommittee on May 21,

Believing that the substance of sald report
should be brought to the attention of the
entire Senate, I subsequently requested,
with the concurrence of the Chairmsan of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, a closed
session of the Senate to discuss the situation
in Laos. This session was held on June 7.

Acting in accordance with the orders of
the Senate, the Staff of the Subcommittee
then met with representatives of the Depart-
ment of State, the Department of Defense
and the Central Intelligence Agency in order
to discuss what portions of the proceedings
of this Senate sesslon and the staff report
should be deleted for reasons of national
security prior to publcation,

These discussions began on June 21 and
were concluded July 29,

The deletions in the report and In the
record of the closed session of the Senate,
which I understand will appear in the Rec-
orD of Tuesday, August 3, are those which
the Executive Branch insists are necessary for
reasons of national securtty.

It Is an encouraging sign that the Execu-
tive Branch has finally agreed that much of
what the United States Government has been
doing in Laos may now be made public. The
veil of secrecy which has long kept this
“secret war” in Laos officially hidden from
the American people has been partially lifted.
We doubt, however, that this veil would
have been even partially lifted if the Com-
mittee on Foreign Reletions had not ascer-
tained for itself the facts concerning Amer-
ican operations in Laos.

In this connection, I note that since the
visit of the Subcommittee Staff to Laos in
April, at which time they began submitting
reports by cable from Vientiane, certain facts
have been made public by the Executive
Branch which facts were heretofore kept
secret from the American people. These in-
clude the fact that since early 1970 the
United States hes been conducting B-52
ralds in northern Laos on a regular basis;
offictal confirmation that there are Thal
forces in Laos; the fact the United States is
paying for these Thal troops; also admission
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that, although the only prev: susly publicly
announced official expenditu: : .n Laos for
Fiscal Year 1971 was approxin at:ly 850 mil-
lion In economic assistance, 1ne cost of all
United States operations in !sos in that
Fiscal Year was about $350 m: !ic n, exclusive
of bombing costs.

Unfortunately there continu : t» be various
facts which the Executive lwanch insists
must remain classified. In p rt:cular, that
Branch continues to be unwilli 12 to acknowl-~
edge certaln truths concernii ¢ the nature,
composition and command ar angements of
the Thal forces in Laos, the . osts of which
forces are paild for with fund =ppropriated
by the Congress and provided -y the Ameri-
can people without their knov iedge,

Furthermore, these facts wl icn the Ixec-
utive Branch continues to refi ze to declassi-
fy bear on the question of waether past
and present arrangements for Inited States
support for Thal forces in La« s -:onstitute a
violation of amendments to tie Fiscal Year
1971 defense muthorization aid appropria-
tions acts,

The stated reason for ti: Executive
Branch refusal to declaseify thase facts is
50 as to avold making public shat the Gov-
ernments of Thailand and La: s 1o not wish
to make publie. But since th- iaxpayers of
this country are paying the bi! 5. why should
the reciplent foreign governi :nts have the
right to dictate what our cit zens ean and
cannot be told about the way n which pub-
lic funds are being spent?

If the Administration wish«:= o continue
arguing that the Thai forces n »w in Laos are
“local forces in Laos,” it wol 1d seem they
should produce proof of such a:n assertion;
and at the same time explai:. 'helr insist-
ence upon suppressing facts wi ic:1 make that
assertion highly questionable.

Let us hope that, déspite tr > «leletions on
which the Executive Branch h: s .nsisted, the
staff report on Laos will help ile American
public decide whether it is eit] er wise or de-
sirable for the Unlted State :o continue
to do what we have been doig in Lgos at
ever-increasing coat to this t at:on in dol-
lars, and to the Lao people L lives and
territory.

In any case, such a fundan >nial decision
should not be made by a saail group of
Government officlals who ojerate behind
closed doors on the basis ¢ -nformation
available only to them--offici: is who there-
upon are free to control wh:t the public
shall know of their decisions.

If this democracy is to con inae to func-
tion with the consent of th ;overned, it
would appear obvious that bt the Con-
gress and the public should :a-e as much
of the truth as possible abou! s.ich policies
and programs of this Governm :ni, especlally
as the programs in question require hun-
dreds of millions of dollars an: u:lly in pub-
lic money and even more imp =tant involve
this country both directly anc 1adirectly in
armed conflict.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Preside 1t. it is cus-
tomary to blame whatever “rzsident we
have for whatever is the :tute of the
economy. I think it would 0% be amiss
for us in Congress to acce>t a part of
that responsibility.

Take the steel settleme:.;. Everyone
is talking about the fact ti:a: when we
increase wages we have to increase the
price of steel. We would no: l.ave to in-
crease wages and we would not have to
increase the price of steel if Congress
had not been voting more money than
the President asked for, if we had not
been anxious to apply a “gr: er: poultice”
to every ailment, believing th at by throw-
ing money up at it we can so. ve any prob- -
lem.
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Thus, Congress has participated in the
inflationary rise,

‘Thereupon, union labor asks for an
increase in living wages under their right
of collective bargaining. Management ac-
cedes and then management increases
the cost of its product. Then everyone
gets up on the Senate and House floors
and says, first, that it is the fault of the
President and, second, that it is the fault
of management.

1 submit that. is not so much the fault
of anyone, but that the effect is due to
the operation of labor unions and man-
agement and also to the fact that both
are impelled to do what they do, because
the Government has been increasing the
cost of living.

Therefore, I believe that Congress
should take a greater share of the blame.
Congress should be willing to admit that
it should not blame management alone
at the expense of labor and exculpate
labor; or blame labor and exculpate
management. It is a three-legged stool,
and we are responsible for the fashion-
ing of the weakest of the three legs.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
would the able minority leader yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
minority leader knows of the great re-
spect in which I hold him. If his remarks
are the result of the short statement I
made today, may I say that I do not
blame labor primarily. The problem of
their leaders is to get enough in the way
of a working wage to insure a decent
living for their people.

Nor do I blame management primarily.
Management is interested in making as
much profit as possible. Together they
both realize or should realize, that these
price increases and wage increases make
us even less competitive in foreign mar-
kets.

The problem would now appear pri-
marily one for the Government. As to
whether it primarily is the problem of
Congress or the executive branch, I per-
sonally feel it is a problem for the oper-
ating leadership of the Government,
which is the executive branch.

May I say in this connection that since
1966 I have recommended more fiscal
recognition of the problem.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. And since 1867

more control over prices and wages.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR STENNIS
ON HIS 70TH BIRTHDAY

Mr. GAMBRELL, Mr. President, I take
note that on this date in 1901, the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. STENNIS) was born. I know
that we all want to extend to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi a happy birthday
on his birthday today.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield, I believe I have the
privilege of having known the Senator
from Mississippi longer than any other
Member of the Senate. I was in school
with him. I was next door to him. He is
a very dear friend. I do not charge him
with holding all of my views. We differ
on many issues.
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I ;oin with the junior Senator from
Georgia in wishing him happy birthday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I,
too. would like to join the distinguished
junior Senator from Georgia and -he
distinguished minority leader in the
remarks they have had to make today
about the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS).

We differ on many occasions about
many issues. However, I have always
found him to be a man of honor, integ-
rity, and distinction.

May I say that his great attempt to
maintain the Senate amendment in the
draft bill was most responsible.

I commend the Senator from Missis-
sippi. He worked hard and carried out
the best traditions of the Senate. He
tried to carry out the will of the Senate.

I do not always agree with his direc~
tion, but he is entitled to credit for what
he attempted to do, and he did so with
stubbornness and understanding.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
further morning business?

QUORUM CALL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. W:th-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following letiers,
which were referred as indicated:

REPORT OF DEPARTMENT CF DEFENSE
PROCUREMENT

A letter from the Acting Assistant Becre-
tary of Defense submlitting, pursuant to law,
the report of Department of Defense Procure-
ment from Small and Other Business Firms
for July 1970-May 1971 (with accompanying
report); to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

InTERIM REPORT FROM THE U.E. METRIC S1UDY
A letter from the Secretary of Comimerce

submitting the seventh in the series of in-

terim reports stemming from the U.8. Metric

Study, prepared by the National Bureau of

Standards (with accompanying report); to

the Committee on Commerce,

PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO BASIC PAY
OF THE MASTER CHIEF PETTY OFFICER OF THE
CoasT QUARD
A letter from the Seecretary of Transporta-

tiea submitting proposed legislation to riake

the basic pay of the master chief petty oficer
of the Coast Guard comparable to the basic
pay of the senior enlisted ndvisers of the
other Armed Forces, and for other purposes

(with accompsanying papers); to the Commit-

tee on Commerce.

REPORT ON THE ACTIVITIES OF THE
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior
trensmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the activities of the geological survey during
the pericd January 1 through June 30, 1971;
to the Committee on Interior and Ipsular
Affairs.

ANNUAL WELFARE PROGRAM EEPORT OF HEW

A letter from the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welifare
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on the
efforts of State public welfare agencles to
provide soclal services to familles with: de-
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pendent children (with accompenying re-
port); to the Commitiee on Finance.

REPORT ON CERTAIN DEFECTOR ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, reporting,
pursuant to law, on certain bona fide defector
aliens (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ON SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF

A CERTAIN ALIEN

A letrer from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tlon and Naturalization Service, reporting,
pursuant to law, on the suspension of de-
portation of Vicente Agullar-Munoz (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

REPORT ON ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS OF
CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, reponting,
pursuant to law, on the adjustment of status
of certain allens (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ON CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, reporting,
pursuant to law, on orders entered in cases
in which the authority contained in section
212(d) (3) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act was exercised in behalf of such
allens (with mccompanying papers); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS -

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:
By the PREBIDENT pro tempore:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Appropriations:

“SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 21

“Resolution relative to unemplioyment
insurance

“Whereas, In the San Francisco area alone,
300 postal employees have been laid off and
the total 1s expected to reach 1,000 by
May 1, 1971, when the layoff will be com-
pleted; and

“Whereas, Federal employees in other cate-
gories are also being lald off, and this sev-
erance program is being carried out in all
California cities, and in all other states of
the Union; and

“Whereas, Those faderal employees already
1aid off have applied for thelr unemployment
insurance, but they were refused because the
budgel: item has not been consldered yet so
there is no money available; and

“Whereas, It Tequires the permission of the
President to have this budget item consldered
out of order; and

‘“Whereas, The former federal employeea
have walted the necessary iwo weeks before
applying for unemployment insurance, their
funds are very low, and many of them can-
not pay thelir rent and will have to apply for
public assistance either to pay rent or to buy
food; and

“Whereas, Federal employees in prior years
have repeatedly been compelled to suffer de-
lays in the payment of federal unemployment
benefits due to the fallure of the federal
government to proivde the necessary funds;
now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That the Leg-
islature of the State of Callfornia respect-
fully memorializes the President and the
Congress of the Unlted States to allocate
moneys to the federal unemployment insur-
ance fund in order that former federal em-
ployees, recently laid off, can draw thelr un-
employment insurance compensation; and be
it further

“Resolved, That the Legislature of the
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